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ABSTRACT
The intention of this study has been to develop a relatively simple,
efficient means for planners and/or community groups to learn the attitudes
and values of residents concerning the areas in which they live. The
impetus for developing such a technique has been based on four basic assump-
tions: (1) that the residents of any given area share common attitudes and
values regarding it, and that one should understand these before attempting
to plan for an area; (2) that such an understanding does not evolve purely
through intuition, but that ways must be made available to acquire it; (3)
that the means available for acquiring such information to date are not
well-suited to the planner's needs; and (4) that if a simple, clear-cut
instrument were developed to get at this information, planners would want
to use it.
An appropriate technique for this purpose was believed to be one which
could be brief and relatively simple to administer, be clearly relevant to
planners both in the kinds of information sought and the ways used to ac-
quire it, be straight-forward to analyze and could provide accurate inform-
ation not already known to planners. An evaluation of existing techniques
indicated that none could successfully meet all of these criteria. Hence,
a new instrument was developed. This is in the form of a brief door-to-
door interview employing both open- and closed-ended items. The survey
instrument consists of a Core section, designed to reveal areal attitudes
and values regardless of where an area is located, and a smaller section
of Community Specific items which can address issues of specific concern
to a given community.
The new instrument was tested, after a series of pilot trials, in two
sections of Brookline, Massachusetts. This is a predominantly middle class
town adjacent to Boston. The responses of ninety residents demonstrated
the capability of the instrument to reveal areal attitudes and concerns,
to produce richly detailed information, and to distinguish significant
differences between various subarea groupings. Moreover, the instrument
appears to have provided the Brookline planners with new data regarding
residents' feelings about their areas. While the planners, in a series
ABSTRACT (continued)
of interviews designed to reveal their own perceptions of how residents
viewed these areas, seemed to be functioning under somewhat stereotypical
assumptions and biases, the residents' actual responses clearly demonstrated
a much greater richness and different scope of concern than the planners had
anticipated. The instrument appears, therefore, to be a potentially useful
tool for planners and other such decision-makers.
This initial series of tests, however, also highlighted several weak-
nesses in this approach, and revisions to the sampling procedures, and to
several of the survey items are suggested. In addition, the need for both
further testing and the exploration of alternative approaches are discussed
and strategies for carrying these out are presented.
Thesis Supervisors:
Kevin Lynch, Professor of City Design
William Porter, Dean, School of Architecture and Planning
Mary C. Potter, Professor of Psychology
TABLE OF CONTENTS
I. PREFACE ................................................
II. INTRODUCTION ...........................................
Values Toward the Environment .......
The Meaning of the Environment ......
The Making of Environmental Decisions
III. CHAPTER ONE. SEEKING THE BEST INSTRUMENT: A REVIEW OF
ESTABLISHED APPROACHES ...............-..--
In-Depth Community Studies ..........................
Surveys of Community Satisfaction ...................
Cognitive Representations ...........................
Games ...............................................
Additional Techniques for Assessing Environments ....
Citizen Participation ...............................
The Complaints Approach .............................
IV. CHAPTER TWO. THE NEW INSTRUMENT ........................
The Questionnaire ....................................
The Core Interview ..............................
Community-Specific Questions ....................
V. CHAPTER THREE. TESTING THE INSTRUMENT ..................
Selecting the Test Locations ........................
Sample Selection ....................................
Pilot Testing Phase .................................
The Final Testing ...................................
Interviewing the Planners ...........................
22
26
28
31
34
36
38
40
42
48
48
51
53
54
58
66
70
71
.............
. . .. .. .. .. ...
. .. .. .. .. . ..
TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)
VI. CHAPTER FOUR. THE RESIDENTS' RESPONSES: ANALYSES
AND FINDINGS .................................... 74
The Study Areas ......................................... 75
The Middle Beacon Planning Area ....................... 75
The Upper Beacon Planning Area ........................ 78
The Actual Samples ...................................... 80
Geographical Distribution .............................. 81
Age ................................................. 83
Length of Residency .................................... 86
Marital Status ...................................... 87
Tenure .............................................. 90
Occupations ......................................... 95
Previous Address ....................................... 97
Housing Type ........................................ 98
Responses to the Survey .................................... 99
VII. CHAPTER FIVE. IS THE INSTRUMENT USEFUL? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 184
How Well Does the Instrument Inform Planners? . . . . . . . . . . . 185
Interviewing the Brookline Planners ................... 185
One Planner's View ..................................... 208
How Well Does the Instrument Distinguish Between
Subareas? . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  212
How Easily Can the Instrument be Used7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 217
Sample Size ......................................... 218
Administration and Analysis ........................... 221
One Planner's Experience with the Instrument ......... 223
Beyond the Survey .......................................... 227
VIII. CHAPTER SIX. NEXT STEPS ....................................... 231
Revisions to the Instrument ............................... 232
Item Evaluations and Revisions ........................ 232
Procedural Changes ..................................... 239
The Need for Further Testing .............................. 242
Standardizing the Instrument .......................... 243
TABLE OF CONTENTS (continued)
The Suitability of the Instrument in a
Variety of Settings ............................
Use by Community Groups ............................
How Frequently Need the Instrument be Used? . . . . . . . . .
246
247
248
New Approaches ......................................... 250
IX. REFERENCES ................................................. 253
X. APPENDICES ......................................... Volume II
LIST OF FIGURES
la. The Middle Beacon Planning Area. Brookline, Massachusetts ......... 59
lb. The sampled portion of the Upper Beacon Planning Area.
Brookline, Massachusetts .......................................... 60
2. Illustration of the grid method of sample selection
for a sample of thirty-five respondents -- - --........................... 62
3. Sampling error estimates as varied according to sample size ....... 63
4. The Upper Beacon Planning Area with demarcation of the
sampled portion ....... ............................................ 79
5. Distribution of interview locations for the Middle
Beacon Area . ...................................................... 82
6. The percentage of respondents in each of three age groups,
given the length of time in their present dwellings. Middle
Beacon Sample . ..................................................... 88
7. The percentage of respondents in each of four length-of-
residency categories, given the respondents' ages. Middle
Beacon Sample ..................................................... 89
8. Areas identified by residents as those with which they were
"most familiar". Middle Beacon Sample ............................. 102
9. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Coolidge Corner
respondents ....................................................... 104
10. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Corey Hill respondents ..... 105
11. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Salisbury respondents ...... 106
12. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Aspinwall Hill
respondents . ...................................................... 107
13. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Griggs Park respondents .... 108
LIST OF FIGURES (continued)
14. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Upper Beacon: South
respondents .................................................... 109
15. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Upper Beacon: North
respondents .................................................... 110
16. Comparison of areal descriptors most often used by planners
and residents .................................................. 188
17. "Problem" issues identified in each of the five Middle
Beacon Area subareas ........................................... 215
PREFACE
This report is concerned with the process of learning how people
feel about those places which they know well and care about a great deal--
the areas in which they live. It is intended for planners and other
individuals who might benefit from knowing how to acquire such information,
and the technique presented has been particularly tailored for such user
groups. The research discussed will, hopefully, represent a challenge to
planners to seek out this information in their own areas and to routinely
incorporate this resident input into their planning decisions.
The responsibility for this challenge and for the assumption that
such an approach is needed by planners is mine. Nevertheless, in the two
years which have passed between the inception of a research idea and the
completion of this dissertation, I have received much needed encouragement,
guidance and cooperation from a variety of persons.
Most significant among these sources were the three members of my
Dissertation Committee: Kevin Lynch, Mary C. Potter and William Porter.
In theory, dissertation committees should embody the best goals of academia:
offering guidance and advice to the perplexed doctoral student, construc-
tively criticizing ideas, and providing an open atmosphere for discourse.
Thankfully, mine did. From the outset, they believed in the need for this
new planning tool and offered support for the validity of this research,
although it was not clear, at that time, that the proposed goals could
actually be achieved. To the extent that these goals were realized, much
credit is owed to the sound advice and generous feedback I have received
from these three individuals.
I am also indebted to David Birch and Robert Yin for their critiques
of my original proposal. Their concerns encouraged me to rethink my research
strategies in light of possible alternative outcomes.
The Town of Brookline, Massachusetts served as the site for testing
the new planning tool. It was chosen for various demographic and physical
reasons, and because it has an active planning agency which I had hoped I
could involve, to a degree, in my study. Due to the good-natured generosity
and apparent interest of this group, however, I was able to call on the
Brookline Planning Department to an extent that I had scarcely anticipated.
I am most grateful to these professionals -- and most especially to John
Woodward and Richard Boffa -- for their insights and cooperation.
The real flavor of Brookline as presented in this report stems,
however, from the views expressed by the nearly one hundred residents
interviewed. I am, of course, very appreciative of the time they were
willing to spend answering my questions, and hope that they will benefit
from the knowledge gained from their responses by Brookline's planners.
I was fortunate to have had excellent technical assistance as well.
Both Sandy Congleton, in Cambridge, and Athalia Eason, in Alexandria, skill-
fully carried out the tedious task of typing the report. In addition, I am
indebted to Joseph Brown of EDAW, Inc. for enabling me to easily reproduce
copies of this document.
I owe my largest measure of thanks, however, to Elliot Rhodeside
who, in addition to helping me with the graphics for the report, more
importantly gave me the support and confidence to finish this work. Par-
ticularly during those low points which inevitably accompany the task of
dissertation writing when the labor seems never-ending, Elliot's cajolements,
reassurances and faith that I could and would finish more than once prevented
my quitting. As always, I am lucky he was around. If anyone is to share in
the satisfaction of completing this degree, it is he.
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INTRODUCTION
We all know some places better than others. In Boston, for exam-
ple, if I loved Italian food and hated to sew, I might know the North End
better than the textile district. Similarly, if you lived in Dorchester
and didn't own a car, you might know Harvard Square since it is a direct
subway trip, but not Brighton which is more difficult to reach by means
of mass transit. Through knowing an area, we come to develop definite
feelings about it; we come to know the things we don't like and should
avoid, but we also learn those things of value about the place which keep
us coming back there.
Nowhere are these feelings more significant than for the areas in
which we live, for with no other area do we form such direct and meaning-
ful judgments. Since most of us can choose where we wish to live, we
make some judgments about the area even before we move into it. After
time and experience, these judgments might change. Those aspects of the
area which we had viewed as positive might become outweighed by things
which we value negatively. Or, the things we had foreseen as disagree-
able or as problems, might in fact become insignificant as the good as-
pects of living in the area become more evident. Our decision to remain
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in the area or move elsewhere will depend very much on the balance be-
tween these negative and positive feelings we have evolved through living
there.
By living with an area -- and by daily and directly experiencing
it -- these feelings become part of our lives and part of the area it-
self for us. This can never be true for the outsider who simply has not
had the opportunity to develop this fine grain feeling for the area. How-
ever, it is often the outsider -- be it planner or politician -- who de-
cides what will happen there. How can we, as residents, make "our areas"
known to these outside decision-makers? This is the focus of the present
study.
The intention of this study has been to develop a relatively simple,
efficient means for planners and/or community groups to learn the atti-
tudes and values of residents concerning the areas in which they live.
The significance and utility of such a technique is based on several as-
sumptions:
(a) That the residents of a given area share common attitudes and
values regarding it which may differ, at least in part, from attitudes of
nonresidents about those areas. In attempting to plan for any residential
area, the planner should understand the attitudes prevalent in that area.
(b) That this understanding does not simply come as a matter of
course in planning; rather, the planner should seek ways to acquire this
information.
(c) To date, the means available for obtaining this information
are not well-suited to the planner's needs. These are often long and
costly, or yield information which is either too general -- as in tradi-
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tional neighborhood surveys -- or too specific, as, for example, the
"complaints approach" to planning.
(d) If a simple, clear-cut, efficient instrument were developed to
get at this information, planners would want to use it.
Values Toward the Environment
So, then, the task is to develop such an instrument. As a first
step, a brief clarification of what is meant by "values" toward the en-
vironment seems essential. For the purposes of the present study, this
term will be used to indicate the weighted attitudes which residents have
toward the various aspects of the areas in which they live. These values
-- whether positive ("desirables") or negative ("undesirables") -- which
become attached to specific objects often reflect more abstract, philo-
sophical value systems. For example, the attachment many Americans have
for the automobile may be viewed as a reflection of the strong positive
value they place on freedom of movement. Nevertheless, in terms of the
factors on which planning decisions are based, it is more useful to know
the values connected to specific environmental features or objects, rather
than uncover a general philosophical orientation about an environment,
and try to infer more specific values from this. The latter approach can
be dangerously misleading for the planner since people holding similar
larger value orientations will not necessarily have similar attitudes or
values concerning related specifics. For example, Michelson (1965) found
that, while people universally tend to value private open space in terms
of its activity potential, they did so regardless of whether they prefer-
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red a great deal of land or a small amount.
The Meaning of the Environment
It seems obvious that, in order for a person to begin placing values
on or having attitudes about specific elements in an environment he/she
must first have perceived of those elements in some meaningful way so that
they will be recalled as standing out from the general ground of the envi-
ronment as a whole. Elements become meaningful either directly, because
of their form1 or, more indirectly, through functional, social or aesthe-
tic associations. 2
On a functional level, elements are remembered or take on meaning
if one has come to know them through direct use or through association of
a particular form with a use. As Tuan (1970) nicely states, "The func-
tional pattern of our lives is capable of establishing a sense of place."
(p. 250) So, Steinitz (1968) found that frequency of use was the most
consistently high correlate of whether or not a place was highly meaning-
ful for an individual. Similarly, Appleyard (1969), in asking residents
to recall aspects of their community, found that the elements mentioned
were those which were actually used by the respondents. In general,
this functional meaning is often directly evident in the physical form
of an element; when it is not, the correlation between form and meaning
must be learned through use over time.
1According to Lynch (1960), the extent to which an element is mem-
orable depends on the degree of either its clarity, simplicity or domi-
nance of form.
2Carr (1967).
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Social meanings, on the other hand, are not as directly apparent
through visual form. Yet, a number of studies have indicated that people
do associate various social significance with specific physical features
(e.g., Royce (1968); Gans (1967); Sims (1973)). Gans, in his study of
Levittown, for example, noted that residents' images of particular houses
were, on the whole, determined not so much by style as by who lived in
them. In Sims' study of Columbus, Ohio, as well, residents tended to des-
cribe their neighborhoods in terms of physical cues. Yet, these were of-
ten found to imply social meaning. When residents used the physical cue
of housing style, for example, to determine when they had left one neigh-
borhood and entered another, such cues also indicated perceived differen-
ces in social status, lifestyle, values and so on.
The aesthetic value of an element is usually more difficult to gain
a consensus about, and few studies have attempted to demonstrate the im-
pact of such judgments on environmental imagery or attitude. Yet, anyone
who has conducted any user evaluation studies of a particular environment
can testify that it is a common tendency for people to avoid, if possible,
environments they perceive to be "ugly", and to seek out those seen as
"beautiful". In support of this observation, Mintz (1956) found signifi-
cant behavioral differences between subjects in a "beautiful" versus an
"ugly" setting, with the latter group tending to escape from their setting
much earlier than the former.
The division of this discussion into functional, social and aesthe-
tic associations should not imply that these are mutually exclusive ways
for elements to take on meaning. At any one time, any pair of associa-
tions or all three may come into play for a single object -- as, for ex-
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ample, when a setting perceived of as "low-status" is also seen as "ugly".
The breakdown is, however, useful in understanding how and why objects at-
tain meaning and, hence, relative value for individuals, and will serve
as a framework for the study discussed in this report.
How has this information been applied in planning?
The Making of Environmental Decisions
Until not very long ago, planners seemed to assume that they knew
the values and attitudes people attributed to the areas in which they
lived without asking. It was almost as if there was assumed to be a stan-
dard set of "right" values and "wrong" values, and the planner's job was
to create environments to enhance the former and eliminate the latter.
Much of the housing and urban renewal policy of this century can be viewed
as an example of this philosophy. It was this attitude that prompted
Bauer to write in 1951, "the average citizen has little real control over
the concrete administrative decisions which affect his own life intimate-
ly... the size and appearance of his house,...the convenience of shops and
playgrounds, who his neighbors will be, how he will have to go to work....
These decisions are mostly made by specialists employed by public agen-
cies, by big builders and lending institutions." (p. 5)
The wisdom and ethicality of this approach began, however, to ser-
iously be questioned with urban renewal. As "slums" were torn down and
replaced by "good communities", several social scientists began to anal-
yze the impacts of this practice and the validity of its assumptions.
Gans (1959) and Fried and Gleicher (1961), in two separate studies of the
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West End Renewal Area in Boston, came out with findings which questioned
the most basic planners' assumptions. They found, for example, that this
area, believed to be a dangerously unstable slum breeding crime, delin-
quency and other forms of social disorder, was actually an extremely sta-
ble community with a strong and distinct social order, and a strong set
of shared values. Moreover, the area was valued highly as "home" by the
pre-renewal residents, many of whom suffered when they were forced to
leave in order to make way for renewal. These investigators emphasized
that the feeling of belonging for this group extended well beyond the
dwelling unit ("Home is not merely an apartment or a house, but a local
area". Fried and Gleicher, p. 314), and that this differed from the way
middle-class people -- many planners among them -- tended to react to
their "home" environments. In short, for these West End residents, the
area had come to symbolically represent a shared set of values; hence,
urban renewal destroyed more than simply buildings for them. Suttles
(1968), in his study of a lower-income area in Chicago, found similar
evidence of a stable social order existing in a "slum".
Research conducted by Firey (1961) seemed to suggest that spaces
which have become associated with strong cultural values and sentiments
tend not to be changed in spite of economic pressures. The power of
these values in allowing or not allowing areas to change becomes evident
in Firey's example of Boston's North End which, he claims, has a "reten-
tive quality" for those who view it as symbolically representing a given
3Judging from the West End, it would seem, however, that those
fighting change would, themselves, have to have a great deal of politi-
cal power. I note Firey's examples are from: Beacon Hill, the Back Bay,
the North End -- all strong political forces in Boston. He fails to
quote any examples in Roxbury.
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set of shared values there. Interestingly, after many years, the North
End is finally beginning to change, with many exclusive and high-rent
apartment renovations attracting "outsiders" into the area, and forcing
some of the older Italian residents to move elsewhere. One assumes, how-
ever, that this change is reflective of changes both among people outside
the North End who now view this area as potentially marketable, and among
a significant group of North End residents themselves. These shifts will
finally allow the physical changes to occur.
Also in 1961, Jane Jacobs' The Death and Life of Great American
Cities severely took to task the planning policies of that day, demonstra-
ting the negative effect these were having on the qualities of city life
valued by many urban residents. Jacobs assumed certain values (e.g.,
safe/security on the street, diversity, social contact) as essential to
a decent quality of life, and showed how these had been undermined by
specific urban planning actions and how rather they could be enhanced.
If nothing else, her book was and is a strong indictment of a planning
process which fails to account for the needs and values of those for whom
one is planning.
In the early 1960s, several design-related professionals also recog-
nized the need to better understand how people perceived their environ-
ments, and how this related to the design/planning process, and began to
do research on this subject (e.g., Lynch (1960), Appleyard (1969), Van
der Ryn (1963)). Among the very significant issues addressed by this
4Perhaps, with the apparently successful developments of the Quincy
Market and Waterfront areas, North End residents are beginning to see
greater economic possibilities for their area and this is having the ef-
fect of changing some long-held values or, at least, of dividing opinion
on what those values are.
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group, those most relevant to the current study included how people men-
tally structure their environments based on the physical cues contained
in them; how meaning accrues to particular environments and particular
environmental forms; and how such perceptions differ between designers/
planners and residents. Appleyard (1969) found, for example, that the
methods planners were using in designing a new town in Venezuela were
creating for them an abstract conception of the city which was very dif-
ferent from the reality perceived of by residents living there. "The
inhabitants' world was a familiar territory unclear at the fringes of
knowledge; the designers' world was thin in the center but bounded by
the distinct outlines of rivers and urban development as etched out on
his map" (p. 430).
Such research alone, however, has had only a limited impact on
planners and designers in their practices. While this work has, perhaps,
made some of these professionals aware of the fact that people may not
always perceive things as they do, the foregoing research, in and of it-
self, has not prompted professionals to seek to learn these differences
for themselves.5 There seems to be little motivation to change. "In
general, planners don't really want to be in the public process, they
want to appear to be" (Cantry, 1971). However, the public pressure
5One example of research which has had a significant impact on
urban design and designers is Lynch's Image of the City (1960). Yet,
even here, the intention of this work has been largely misunderstood by
this audience. While Lynch had intended to demonstrate a process by
means of which designers/planners could begin to learn the elements
used by people to mentally structure their urban environments, design
professionals tended instead to pick up on Lynch's findings, and to use
these (i.e., the elements of paths, nodes, landmarks, districts, edges)
as design "solutions".
19.
evolving from the spirit of the late 1960s and early 1970s for more di-
rect citizen participation forced the design and planning professions to
give some greater recognition to the "people's" points of view. Yet, like
many of the products of the '60s, today's efforts toward public respon-
siveness are often so watered-down that they become little more than a
token "touch-base-with-the-people", a mockery of true participatory plan-
ning. Public agencies have learned enough to require that the public be
consulted, but often do not know how to ensure that the consultation will
be meaningful.
The public, however, has learned a few things itself from the pre-
ceding decade, and planners must understand how to be more responsive to
the public's opinions, how to plan with these, and how to meaningfully
get at people's views. Appleyard (1973) has written that design profes-
sionals are being forced to re-evaluate both their roles and their pro-
ducts as the public increasingly questions the consequences of environ-
mental decisions made both in the past and the present. "The particular
problem of citizen participation for environmental decision-makers may
well be in understanding the environmental perceptions of laymen, in the
communication of environmental issues, and the structuring by which to
resolve them" (p. 7).
In order to accomplish this, Appleyard suggests:
"The use of social science methods... should become a regular
component of professional decision-making whether or not
social scientists are at hand to help....There are risks in
having professionals engage in such research -- risks of
biased sampling, observer contamination, misinterpretation
of the data, and other non-scientific errors. Yet, the
risks are less than those of total ignorance....Such re-
search need not involve sophisticated statistical analysis,
so long as its lack of generality is made clear, since it
need only be situationally valid. Also, the accuracy of
20.
socio-environmental research data used in planning and design
can frequently be gross rather than fine. The validation of
various research methods and development of situational re-
search manuals dealing with research design, from sampling to
report writing, would be helpful" (p. 8).
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CHAPTER ONE. SEEKING THE BEST INSTRUMENT: A REVIEW OF ESTABLISHMENT
APPROACHES
Clearly, the "best" instrument is one which best suits the needs
and purposes of those who would use it. There are, as we will see in
this chapter, numerous approaches one can apply to a similar set of is-
sues. The suitability of each must be determined by the use for which
it is intended. Therefore, before judging the adequacy of any instru-
ment, one should ask of it the following four questions:
1. Who will use this instrument?
2. What should be learned from it?
3. What demands will the users place on the instrument?
4. What kinds of skills or knowledge will the users need in
order to make best use of the instrument?
Let us first consider these questions in terms of the purposes of
this study. Then, let us evaluate the adequacy of existing methods to
meet the demands set forth by them.
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1. Who will use the instrument?
It was intended that the instrument would be used by planners
and/or community groups concerned with planning issues.1
2. What should be learned from it?
The instrument should inform planners of residents' values and
attitudes regarding their areas, in order to guide planning decisions
in light of these views. Hence, the information to be learned from the
instrument should be relevant to such decisions. In some cases, this
relevance could be directly applicable, as when resident views of par-
ticular physical elements or service deliveries are explored. In other
instances, the relevance might be indirect, as when the planner is pre-
sented with a composite picture of the valued features of an area. In
all instances, however, the key test for the kinds of information forth-
coming from this instrument should be "So what?". So what if the planner
knows this information? Will what is learned be useful in arriving at
better planning decisions?
3. What demands will the users place on the instrument?
The intent of this question is to anticipate the demands that the
1Given the impact of community group pressure on the outcome of
many planning decisions, it would be naive to consider "planners" to be
only those professionals who practice in established planning agencies
or offices. Hence, for the sake of expediency, "planner" in this paper
will be used in the broad sense, encompassing all those who are actively
involved in affecting planning decisions.
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user might place on the instrument, so as to ensure that it will, in
fact, be useful and, therefore, used.
The first anticipated planners' demand was that the information
forthcoming from the instrument should be not only relevant, but ob-
viously relevant. Hidden significances might be appreciated by some
planners; but those who fail to see the significance will also fail to
use the technique.
A second demand was that the instrument be brief and inexpensive
to administer. Planning decisions are often made under limited time
constraints. Moreover, most planning agencies or groups have neither
the time, money nor commitment to conduct a lengthy study. The instru-
ment should be viewed simply as an additional planning tool, not a
major research undertaking.
In this light, a third demand was that the instrument be easy to
administer. The ease of administration, however, is largely dependent
on the planner's prior skills and knowledge. This brings us to the
fourth question.
4. What kinds of skills or knowledge will the users need in order to
make best use of the instrument?
While many planners have a strong background in the social scien-
ces, in order to ensure the broadest possible use of the instrument, a
total lack of such knowledge must be assumed. The instrument, then,
might be seen as a package which should contain: (a) simple and expli-
cit ways to choose a sample; (b) clear instructions for using the tech-
niques involved (e.g., if interviewing is to be done, the package should
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contain lessons on how to interview); (c) the items of the instrument
(e.g., if this is to be an interview, the questions to be asked); and
(d) instructions for carrying out the analysis of the data. A package
of this sort would, it is hoped, allow any person or group of persons
involved in creating or influencing planning decisions to use the in-
strument in order to arrive at responsive and responsible planning
policy.
In sum, the approach most appropriate to the purposes of this
study is one which would meet the following criteria: (a) be clearly
relevant to planners both in the kinds of information sought and in the
ways used to acquire it; (b) be brief and relatively simple to adminis-
ter; (c) be straightforward to analyze; and (4) provide accurate infor-
mation not already known to planners.
With this discussion in mind, let us now examine some of the ways
which have been used to find out how residents feel about the areas in
which they live. Once again, these are not being evaluated in terms of
whether they are "good" or "bad" techniques,2 but rather in terms of
their suitability, given the purposes and requirements of this study.
Seven general approaches will be discussed below: (1) In-depth Commun-
ity Studies; (2) Surveys of Community Satisfaction; (3) Cognitive Repre-
sentation Studies; (4) Games; (5) Additional Techniques for Assessing
Environments; (6) Citizen Participation; and (7) the Complaints Approach.
2In fact, all the techniques presented here are, in the author's
opinion, "good" and valid approaches for specific purposes. Approaches
which represent bad research for any purpose are not discussed here.
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Established Approaches Toward Area Assessments
1. In-depth Community Studies
This kind of study, well-known in the social sciences and most
particularly in Sociology, often produces very rich and meaningful data
about a single community. Frequently, the researcher, acting as a "par-
ticipant observer", lives for a significant period of time (e.g., a year
or more) in a community and learns -- through daily exposure and obser-
vation, deliberate contacts, and some interviewing -- the social dynam-
ics of that community. Generalizations about social order and community
functioning are then drawn from the study community to similar types of
communities. For two fine examples of this kind of study, see Suttles'
(1968) study of the "Addams" area on the East Side of Chicago, and
Whyte's (1943) study of Boston's North End.
In more limited instances, this approach has also been used to ex-
plore specific planning and design-related issues. Gans (1967), for ex-
ample, wished to document the changes that occurred to the residents of
a new suburban community, in order to contrast these with the beliefs of
planners who felt that the suburbs produced negative attitudinal and be-
havioral changes. In order to do this, Gans bought a home in the new
community of Levittown, New Jersey, lived there for several years and
observed as well as participated in the life there. In addition, he for-
mally interviewed Levittown residents. As a result of this work, he was
able to draw both specific conclusions about the impact that aspects of
the physical and social environments had on these residents, as well as
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generally concluding that the urban-suburban distinctions made by many
planners were more imagined than real.
In a less scientific way, the New York State Urban Development
Corporation had, several years ago, been asking its architects to live
for a time in the agency's newly-constructed developments in order to
assess the strengths and weaknesses of their designs.
The participant observer approach has one major point in its
favor: it can provide a detailed picture of a community, with all its
subtle interrelationships -- both physical and social -- so often missed
by quicker one-shot interviews. Moreover, it can explore some of the
impacts of change on the community, if the time period for observation
is long enough.
Undoubtedly, planners could, in some ways, benefit tremendously
by living within the communities for which they plan. This, however, is
simply not practical in most instances. Unless one defines "community"
in a broad sense (e.g., a large district like Roxbury or Brookline),
most planners are responsible for at least several communities. Hence,
constraints of time and the danger in generalizing from the specifics
of one community to those of another would make this approach impracti-
cal for the purposes of the current study.
There are several other disadvantages to this approach: one is
the loss of objectivity which may result from a deep involvement in a
place and its people; the other is that of familiarity, causing one to
overlook the obvious. Both of these could be serious detriments to wise
decision-making.
A less time-consuming approach toward understanding the dynamics
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of a community is that of field observation. Rather than becoming in-
volved in the time and cost constraints of interviews or direct commun-
ity participation, the field observer systematically watches for physi-
cal and/or activity indicators of community life (e.g., Tempel et al.,
1973). Once these physical indicators have been identified and studied,
selected interviews are sometimes conducted in order to probe for de-
tails or to confirm the researcher's hypothesis.
The danger in this approach is that the researcher's view of the
community -- and, hence, his hypothesis about it -- may bear little or
no similarity to the community as it is actually viewed by its resi-
dents. The researcher has simply inferred the residents' values and
attitudes by means of physical cues which he alone has defined as signi-
ficant. He has no way of knowing whether or not these same indicators
would be viewed as significant by residents as well. The selective
interviewing would, moreover, probably not help clarify this problem.
While these interviews might confirm or deny the researcher's own hypo-
theses, they will not indicate other bases on which these hypotheses
might have been more relevantly made. Hence, while field observation
can be a good technique to use for gaining a relatively fast picture of
community habits and dynamics, it does not have the direct resident in-
put necessary for the present study.
2. Surveys of Community Satisfaction
The most direct means of finding out how people feel about an
area is to ask them. Hence, one way that has been used to learn the
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factors associated with community satisfaction has been to ask resi-
dents if they are satisfied with living in their community and, then,
to correlate these responses with attributes residents choose as appro-
priate to their community.
This approach has been applied in particular by the Institute
for Social Research at the University of Michigan (e.g., Marans and
Rogers, 1972), which conducts large-scale surveys for this purpose.
Their primary concern, it would appear, has been to identify the attri-
butes generally related to satisfaction for a wide range of communities.
Because this technique is applied on such a large scale, open-ended
questions would be impractical; residents are, therefore, given lists
of "attributes" and asked to evaluate their community and/or "micro-
neighborhood"3 with respect to these. For example, the attribute choi-
ces for evaluating one's microneighborhood which were found to be rela-
ted to resident satisfaction with that area were: well kept-up/poorly
kept-up; noisy/quiet; crowded/not crowded; trees/no trees; neighbors who
are similar to myself/neighbors who are dissimilar.
By providing all the possible responses, the researcher hopes to
easily determine how the factors comprising community satisfaction vary
for different groups of residents (e.g., these can be divided according
to race, income, age, stage in lifecycle, etc.). The problem, however,
is that often the provided responses do not explain enough of the rea-
sons behind this satisfaction. For example, the attributes which cor-
related best with community satisfaction in the Marans and Rogers survey
3This is defined by the authors to be the area immediately around
the respondent's home, or home plus five or six houses on either side.
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only accounted for 32 percent of the response variation. Nor is there
a way to explore what the other reasons might be. In addition, because
of the already provided responses, the approach tends to generalize
among communities, rather than allow the specific distinctions and dif-
ferences between communities to emerge. These distinctions would be
essential to know if the approach were to be useful for planners.
In their study of a "white community in transition", Zehner and
Chapin (1974) attempted to determine, for a single community, the fac-
tors related to satisfaction with that area. They developed a Neighbor-
hood Satisfaction Scale based on the cumulative scores to four questions:
three of these were attitude items rated on a five-point scale (i.e.,
attractive/unattractive; pleasant/unpleasant; very good place to live/
very poor place to live); the fourth was "When I go outside and look
around me at the street and the neighbors' homes, I like what I see"
(Agree/Disagree). They then correlated these scores with neighborhood
problems and attributes. Not surprisingly, given the composition of
their satisfaction scale, the problem that most related to "satisfaction"
was "neighbors not keeping-up their property", and the attributes that
related most closely were good/bad reputation, well/poorly kept-up lawns
and yards, friendly/unfriendly, well/poorly kept-up buildings. The fac-
tors which correlated most closely were, quite naturally, those which
complemented the researchers' definition of satisfaction -- not neces-
sarily those of the residents.
Zehner and Chapin did, however, include some interesting open-
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ended questions in their survey.4 As a whole, however, their instru-
ment was probably too lengthy to be of much use to planners wishing to
study individual communities. In addition, although it contained some
items which would seem to be very appropriate for getting at residents'
feelings about specific aspects of their community, some of the items
-- such as the sets of attributes provided and the satisfaction scale
-- seem less well-suited to uncovering the residents' own views.
3. Cognitive Representation
In order to truly understand how a person feels about her environ-
ment, one should, according to the views of some researchers, first
understand the person's mental structuring of that environment. This
is necessary, they would explain, since human spatial behavior is, in
fact, dependent on the mental maps individuals have of the environment.
Cognitive representations would, therefore, serve as models of how people
experience or know the environment. For researchers in this area, the
emphasis is on understanding human behavior through comprehending the
cognitive processes involved in environmental representation -- that is,
the way the environment is translated and mapped by the individual. The
focus of this work has, for some researchers, been on the processes
themselves, and physical representations of the environment are consi-
dered useful primarily as they provide further insight into the cogni-
(e.g.), "What sort of things are there that might make you want
to leave this area?"; "If you move, what things would be most important
to you in choosing a new neighborhood?"; "What do you think this neigh-
borhood will be like in five years?"
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tive process.
Yet, a wide range of issues have been explored in this way, from
the development of human spatial cognition (e.g., Hart and Moore) to
the perception of distance (e.g., Lee, 1964 and 1970, and Howard et al.,
1973), and the processes of orientation, route learning, and so on
(e.g., Golledge and Zannaras, 1973); and a variety of techniques have
been employed, including environmental models, distance estimations,
travel or route "games" and such. Much of this work is exciting and
promises to be quite useful in the future. Yet, for our present pur-
poses, it is, generally, still too theoretical to be easily applicable
to planning and design, either in terms of providing a direct physical
framework or in offering insight into how these processes relate to the
feelings which people have about various environmental aspects.5
One technique occasionally used for investigating patterns of
cognitive representation which has been concerned with producing a work-
able framework for design is map drawing (e.g., Lynch, 1960, Appleyard,
1969, Gulick, 1963, DeJong, 1962). This approach is so well-known that
it is often mistakenly employed to define the entire field of Cognitive
Representation. It is, however, only one approach in this broad sub-
ject area, and is most concerned with the structure of environments as
5One effort by Kaplan (1973) has interestingly attempted to relate
cognitive map theory to physical design criteria through determining the
basic human needs underlying both cognitive maps and environmental pre-
ference. Kaplan argues that an environment which enhances the processes
related to cognitive mapping must also be an environment well-adapted to
human need. His conclusions support the findings of Lynch (1960) regard-
ing the importance of clarity and coherence in an environment, and also
those of Rapaport, Kantor and Wohlwill concerning the role of environ-
mental complexity. However, Kaplan's concepts are still too abstract to
be of much immediate use to designers.
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people represent them. Employed at its best, map drawing (i.e., asking
people to draw maps of their cities, of the areas they know best, etc.)
is usually accompanied by other information-gathering techniques, such
as interviews. For example, in attempting to understand the bases
upon which people formulate their mental images of particular urban
environments, Lynch utilized not only a map drawing approach (for which
he is most widely known), but conducted verbal interviews and used
other graphic aids, such as photographs, as well. This mixture of tech-
niques is desirable, as it appears that map drawing alone has limita-
tions, particularly in terms of discovering the feelings and meanings
behind an individual's images. 6
Even used with other methods, however, map drawing still presents
some technical problems. These include varying abilities at graphic
representation, the hesitancy of some individuals to draw anything, and
the time required to draw the map and to answer probing questions about
what has been drawn. In addition, there might be difficulties in inter-
preting the data in a meaningful way. For planners, map drawing may be
one of those less clearly obvious techniques, raising questions over
whether they would be willing to use it, and what they believe they
would learn from it.
An additional approach for attempting to understand how persons
think about their environments and represent them is based on Kelly's
6Ladd (1970), for example, in a study aimed at understanding the
subjectively-defined "neighborhoods" of black teenage boys, tried to use
map drawings to discover those neighborhood aspects which were "socially
and psychologically significant" for those youths. She concluded that
there was little or nothing in these maps which conveyed this informa-
tion. This, she felt, must be gotten at by means of interviews.
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Personal Construct Theory (1955). This approach, when applied in an
environmental context, permits individuals to determine those charac-
teristics of an environment or setting which are most significant for
them by allowing each person to generate his or her own evaluative
scale or set of personal environmental constructs. These are estab-
lished by using a rather complex grid method in which the individual
is asked to form triads based on the ways in which he perceives sever-
al given environments to be similar or different. This approach seems
particularly well-suited for exploring environmental cognitive differ-
ences between varying groups, such as designers and non-designers (e.g.,
Leff and Deutch, 1973), "people-related" individuals and "thing-related"
individuals (Little, 1968), and so on. Yet, it has also been used to
explore the specific physical dimensions that lead individuals to pre-
fer one environment over another (e.g., Honikman, 1973).
The Repertory Grid is a fascinating technique for exploring the
ways in which individuals think about environments, and seems promising
as an approach for understanding not only environmental preferences,
but the elements that enter into these. Yet, it is also extremely time-
consuming and can be quite complex -- both of which make it unsuitable
for the purposes of this study.
4. Games
Thus far, we have been discussing techniques for understanding
7These constructs can later be correlated with environmental pre-
ference, values, etc.
34.
people's attitudes toward the environments in which they are actually
living. Another approach, however, is to explore attitudes and values
as these apply to more abstract, idealized situations. Since this ap-
proach deals in fantasy, the techniques employed are often referred to
as "games". One might choose to use a game for several reasons: (1)
one feels that because of the limitations set by reality (e.g., those
of income, market choice, job location), most people do not live in
environments which represent their true values or preferences and that
these can best be discovered through fantasy situations; or (2) that in
order to systematically measure and compare values and attitudes toward
something as complex as the environment, one must create a standardized
environment which will allow for the manipulation of variables in some
controlled manner.
Wilson (1962) created a fantasy situation in order to understand
"what kind of physical city people wanted" (p. 359). In this game,
the respondent pretended that he had won a free house and had to deter-
mine -- with the use of both limited and unlimited funds -- the kind of
neighborhood in which to build it, the kind of utilities and services
he would choose, and the neighborhood facilities he would want. Wilson
found that people made very different choices under the constraints of
limited funding, where they chose "essential" items, than they did with
unlimited money, where they chose "luxuries". For example, with limited
money, people chose the average single-family home density to which
they were accustomed, and they wanted "essential" facilities, such as a
bus stop, grocery store, church, and elementary school. The desired
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density, however, decreased with unlimited money to spend, and facilities
such as a neighborhood park, shopping center and playground increased in
importance. Similarly, Michelson (1965), in his study of the relationship
between value orientation and urban form, asked respondents to plan their
"ideal neighborhood", starting from the building type they would choose,
through the amount of open space around it, kinds of buildings in the
area, street patterns, and so on.8
Such games seem to be well-suited for dealing with general, abstract
values and preferences. However, because they deal in fantasy, one might
question the validity of interpreting their results in actual situations.
Yet, human beings -- be they residents or planners -- must function with-
in reality, with all the constraints that this involves. They must make
trade-offs and compromises according to real situational demands. What
people say they might prefer or value in a fantasy setting might not re-
late at all to their actual choices, made under the pressures of reality.
One might also question the wisdom of an approach that asks people to
choose alternatives they might never achieve, but ignores the real alter-
natives with which they must now live. For these reasons, such games
would not be considered a desirable aid to use for arriving at responsible
planning decisions.
5. Additional Techniques for Assessing Environments
Aside from the general approaches discussed above, there are several
8For several examples of studies using standardized environments to
measure values and/or preferences see: Van der Ryn and Boie (1963), and
Hoinville (1971).
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other techniques sometimes used to assess people's attitudes toward dif-
ferent environments. These were originally developed as psychological
techniques and have been adapted for other purposes. I include in this
group three basic techniques: Adjectival checklists, semantic differen-
tials, and Q-sorts.9 I will not discuss these techniques in detail as
I believe them to be unsuitable to the purposes of the present study for
the following two reasons:
(1) They provide set responses. Rather than allow the person be-
ing tested to respond freely, these techniques provide all the responses;
one simply selects or rearranges these to best fit a given situation.
Responses, then, are the creation of the tester; only magnitude and ap-
propriateness are determined by the person being tested.
(2) It is difficult to make meaningful interpretations of the
data. For example, in one study which employed a semantic differential
scale, the researchers concluded that "the attributes of preferred envi-
ronments appear to be 'complexity', 'stimulating', 'sensuous', 'dynamic',
and so on. The less preferred environments are described by the attri-
butes 'simplicity', 'symmetry', 'unobtrusiveness', and the like" (Sanoff,
1974, p. 252). What do these terms mean both to the user and the design-
er/planner? How does one translate this information into design? These
tools provide neither the language nor the structure appropriate to de-
sign decision-making. As Appleyard comments: "Research can develop and
9 will not describe the specifics of these techniques here. Those
who are interested in reading further about these methods are advised to
look at the following: (1) for the semantic differential scale see Osgood
et al. (1957), Kasmer (1970), Lowenthal and Riel (1972); (2) for the Q-
sort test see Block (1961); for adjective checklists see Gough and Heil-
brun Jr. (1965).
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validate.. .methods and instruments that can better fit the environmental
variables that professionals and decision-makers have to deal with. Cur-
rent psychological techniques such as the semantic differential, Q-sort
tests, adjective checklists, are more useful for psychologists than for
(design) professionals, since they do not deal specifically with the
variables professionals have to handle" (Appleyard, 1973, p. 33).
6. Citizen Participation
The influence of resident input on the planners' decision-making
process has been indirect in the approaches we have discussed thus far.
In all of them, although residents provide the data -- which are directed
to a greater or lesser extent by the techniques used -- this information
must later be interpreted into policy by the planner. Public input is,
therefore, once removed from the planning decisions made. One view would
hold that this two-stage process is only as it should be; that the plan-
ner is best able to gather all relevant information and to competently
synthesize it into responsible policy.
Others, however, would hold that the interpretation stage is vital
to the outcome and that direct resident input here is essential. It is
of little use to gather people's views if these are later misinterpreted
or ignored when it comes time to make decisions. The need and growing
demand for public participation in planning has briefly been discussed in
the Introduction. In the past ten or so years, various techniques for
involving the public in the planning process have been tried. Some of
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these have simply been ineffective tokenisms,10 others have been more
sincere efforts.
One of the most thorough and enthusiastic efforts at involving resi-
dents in the neighborhood planning process was developed in the late
1960s by several members of the Department of Urban Studies and Planning
at MIT. Known as Ecologue, the program was originally aimed at develop-
ing an "ongoing collective analysis of the conditions of community life
leading to new forms of organization and self-help activity" (Carr, 1971).
The creators anticipated that, in time, the technique might also be used
to establish neighborhood needs and priorities in order to aid in local
funding allocation under programs such as those enabled by federal block
grants. The Ecologue approach first required the identification of vari-
ous sets of interest groups relevant to the neighborhood in question,
and established an intensive regime of group meetings over the course of
about six months. The specific data-gathering methods utilized within
each group included interviewing, group map drawing, photographing of the
neighborhood, constructing photographic maps, drawing "ideal neighborhood"
maps and field trips. Taking into account the research needed prior to
interest group identification, the location and training of "planning
A good example of this is established by the Housing and Commun-
ity Development Act of 1974. In order to ensure that there be some citi-
zen input in the determination of how and where community development
funds are to be spent, the Act requires that, minimally, a public hearing
be held in each neighborhood to discuss such allocations according to
neighborhood needs. In many instances, this minimal requirement becomes
the maximum that is done: a single public hearing is held per neighbor-
hood -- given the funding schedule, these often take place in the summer
when many people are away from home. This is truly a mockery of "commun-
ity participation".
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aides" to lead the groups, and the analysis, synthesis and presentation
of findings at the conclusion, it would seem reasonable to expect an
Ecologue program to run anywhere from six months to one year. The amount
of time needed to carry out this program is probably both its greatest
asset in terms of the depth of information it can produce, and the great-
est detriment to its general use by planners, many of whom would have
neither the time nor commitment to expend on this process.
One might question, as well, the influence that this intensive
process has on those participating in it. It would be natural to expect
the Ecologue "actors" -- both residents and planners -- to learn a great
deal from this experience about their neighborhood, about themselves,
about planning. It is also natural, and desirable in some ways, to ex-
pect that this new knowledge might alter the actors' original views of
the neighborhood. Yet, to an extent, this might present a problem.
There would seem to me to be some risk that the interest group represen-
tatives might become not "representative" at all; that their enlightened
perceptions might not be shared by those in the neighborhood who had not
been part of this process and, hence, had not been so "educated". This
is a danger with all intensive community participation processes; the
extent to which it is an actual risk has yet to be explored.
7. The Complaints Approach
Most planners, whether they involve themselves in community meet-
ings or not, inevitably have some contact with those for whom they are
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planning. For example, some planning regulations -- e.g., zoning vari-
ances, building permits, sign ordinances -- require that the resident re-
ceive approval from a planning board. In addition, a planner will as-
suredly hear from some residents when something goes wrong to change the
area's status quo, be it an uncollected garbage can, a broken sidewalk,
a new high-rise development or unshovelled snow on the sidewalks. Even
at town meetings, many of those who attend come with some complaint.
Satisfied citizens are seldom heard from.
I have called this the "complaints approach" to planning, as I be-
lieve that complaints are the primary source of contact between planner
and resident. And I believe that this practice gives planners a distor-
ted and unnecessarily negative view of an area. It is surely important
for planners to know an area's problems -- and not just the problems of
a few malcontents. Yet, it is equally important for them to know the
assets of the area as well, those things which make people want to stay
there, or move there; this is the knowledge upon which the planner must
build.
We have seen how the seven approaches discussed above fail, in
varying ways and degrees, to fulfill the requirements of the study as out-
lined in the beginning of this chapter. Once again, most of these are
generally good approaches for finding out how people feel about their
areas; none, however, adequately fits the goal of being a simple and ef-
ficient way for planners to best learn this information. The challenge
of this study was to develop such an instrument. The next chapter pre-
sents the new instrument as it was finally tested.
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CHAPTER TWO. THE NEW INSTRUMENT
What should the instrument be? In selecting the appropriate format,
there was a wide range of possibilities from which to choose. The final
choices had to be based on the requirements specific to the purposes of
the study. The table below presents these requirements, the final format
decisions selected to best meet them and, where necessary, an explanation
of the format choice. It should be noted that these format decisions
were arrived at after a series of pilot tests in which several alterna-
tives were tried out.1 The format discussed below was the final format
tested in this study.
THE INSTRUMENT FORMAT
Requirement
1. The approach
should be clearly
relevant to planners
both in the kinds of
information sought
and in the ways used
to acquire it.
Format Decision
The instrument should
be an interview using
a fixed question sche-
dule.
Explanation
The most obvious way to
discover people's atti-
tudes and feelings is to
ask them. So, an inter-
view seemed to be a
straightforward solution.
However, an effective
1For a history of the Pilot testing procedure, see the section on
"The Development of the Instrument" in the Appendix.
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Format Decision
2. The approach
should be brief and
relatively simple to
administer.
The instrument should:
(a) Take a maximum of
about 20 minutes to
administer.
(b) Contain some
closed-ended, multiple-
choice items.
interview is not as sim-
ple as it sounds: merely
asking a person directly
how he/she feels about
something does not neces-
sarily give you that in-
formation -- particular-
ly if that something is
as vague as "your area"
or "your neighborhood".
Responses to such ques-
tions will probably not
yield much useful data.
This study served to de-
velop/test ways of ac-
quiring this information.
Thus, the fixed schedule
of questions will help
the planner know (a)
what to ask, and (b) how
to ask it. Yet, the in-
tent of each question is
obvious and should be
apparent to the user;
each is aimed at the
areal values and atti-
tudes of residents in
varying ways.
(a) The time required for
an interview can, of
course, vary according to
the length of the respon-
ses given. However, an
interview averaging 20
minutes seemed to be a
small enough time commit-
ment to ask of both plan-
ners and residents, while
still allowing for a suf-
ficiient depth of response.
(b) For the sake of bre-
vity as well as ease of
scoring, closed-ended
questions were used where
possible. However, for
reasons stated below,
most of the items in the
interviews were open-ended.
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ExplanationRequirement
Requirement
3. The approach
should be straight-
forward to analyze.
4. The approach
should provide accur-
ate information not
Format Decision
The instrument should
require spoken re-
sponses.
(a) The questions
should primarily be
open-ended.
Explanation
While the issue of anal-
ysis will primarily be
addressed in Chapter
Three, the ease of eval-
uation can also, to some
extent, be built into
the format. The easiest
and fastest format for
analyzing responses is a
closed-ended one as re-
sponse coding and tabu-
lation can be rapidly
accomplished. However,
an interview containing
mostly closed-ended
items was felt to be un-
suitable to the purposes
of this study (see be-
low). As an alternative,
one way of cutting down
on the chore of analysis
was to limit the number
of items in the instru-
ment. Another was to
require spoken rather
than written responses.
While at first this
might seem to add to
the amount of data to
be analyzed, as people
are more likely to talk
in greater lengths than
they would write, the
interviewer can instant-
ly edit and translate
into relevant terms the
spoken responses (al-
though with caution),
while written responses
would often require
later translations and
editing prior to the
analysis, thus adding an
additional step at the
analysis stage.
(a) We have noted above
that approaches which
employ primarily closed-
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Requirement
already known to
planners.
Format Decision
(b) The interview
should be conducted
in the respondents'
homes.
(c) The responses
should be spoken.
(d) The instrument
should consist of
two parts: a core
interview, and a
community-specific
interview.
Explanation
ended questions serve
more to confirm or deny
the views of the tester
rather than of those
being interviewed. The
goal of the present in-
strument is to inform
planners of those resi-
dent views of which
they are not already
cognizant. Thus, it is
essential that residents
be allowed to respond
freely to items, rather
than determine before-
hand what that scope of
the responses might be.
(b) By requiring that the
interview be conducted in
the resident's home (ra-
ther than by phone, for
example), one accomplishes
two purposes. First, one
allows the planner-inter-
viewer to observe the
resident in the resident's
own setting, to experience
the area to which the
interview refers on a
first-hand basis and, thus,
to understand the back-
ground for the resident's
responses in a more direct
way. Second, the face-
to-face personal contact
allows for a better inter-
viewer-respondent rapport
which may allow for freer
responses on the part of
the resident and a great-
er understanding by the
planner of the possible
subtleties behind respon-
ses. Moreover, interview
aside, this requirement
permits planners to ex-
perience life in an area
in a way not often avail-
able for them to view.
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Requirement Format Decision Explanation
(c) Once again, spoken
-- rather than written --
responses help in estab-
lishing a rapport between
planner and resident
(interviewer/respondent),
and allow the planner to
easily probe more deeply
in order to clarify or
enhance his/her knowledge
about a particular issue
raised by a response.
(d) The two-part structure
was conceived of as a
means of maximizing the
adaptability of the in-
strument to the needs of
varying communities. It
was felt that there were
some standard means one
could use to explore resi-
dents' attitudes and val-
ues about their areas,
regardless of where the
areas were located. On
the other hand, there
might be some area-speci-
fic issues not directly
addressed by the standard
questions, but about which
resident views were needed.
Therefore, the standard
questions together com-
prise the Core Interview
-- the basic part of the
instrument to be utilized
as a minimum by those
wishing to understand
resident attitudes and
values. In addition, the
planner (user) may add
various community-specific
questions. These would be
used to explore issues of
particular relevance to a
given area, or of particu-
lar interest to the plan-
ner concerning that area.
The number of items to be
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Requirement Format Decision Explanation
added would depend upon
the number of issues to
be explored, and the
length of time the plan-
ner is willing to commit
to the interview. This
section, however, is in-
tended as a small adden-
dum to the Core Inter-
view, and not the primary
focus of the interview.2
In the test of the instru-
ment discussed in this
report, two community-
specific questions were
used out of a total of
thirteen items. One con-
cerned residents' views
of the major commercial
area; the other one -- a
closed-ended question --
asked for residents'
views on a number of pos-
sible issues. The issues
explored by these two
questions were defined as
important ones by the
planners for the area. 3
2In testing the instrument in this study, it was found that many
of the issues explored by the community-specific questions were actually
covered in residents' responses to the Core questions. If an issue is
important to the residents, and not only to the planner, it will probably
emerge in the Core Interview. At times, however, the planner might not
know whether a particular issue is important or not to residents, but
might wish to ensure that they will express an opinion about it; or the
planner might want more detailed explanations of residents' views re-
garding an issue. In such instances, use of a community-specific ques-
tion would be appropriate.
3These particular issues emerged as important, and as issues about
which resident opinion was needed, during interview sessions conducted
with all of the Brookline planners. For a detailed discussion of these
interviews, see "The Development of the Instrument" in the Appendix.
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The Questionnaire
A. The Core Interview
As was discussed in the above table, the Core Interview comprises
the main body of the questionnaire. It is designed to reveal the areal
values and attitudes of residents by probing perceptions of both the
positive and negative aspects of the area, and the changes and evolu-
tions that have already occurred or may occur there in the future. The
items listed below represent the final questions of the Core Interview
as tested in this study and the original reasons for their inclusion.4
Questionnaire Item Reasons for Inclusion
1. How long have you been
living in [Brookline]? In
this house/apartment?
2. Here is a map showing part
of [Brookline]. I am particu-
larly interested in the area
which has been circled. Your
house is here. Within the
circled area, show me the
section with which you are
most familiar.
3. Let's talk about this
area with which you are famil-
iar. Suppose you met someone
who had never been to this
area and wanted to know what
it was like. How would you
describe it to them?
Background data.
The intention was twofold:
(a) to help the respondent understand
and visualize the area with which the
study was concerned; and (b) to try
to define for the interviewer the area
which the respondent was most likely
to discuss in answering the remaining
items.
It was hoped this would bring out the
most outstanding aspects of the area
as they are perceived by the respon-
dent. In addition, it was felt that
aspects having positive value for the
resident would be mentioned more fre-
quently, since people are not likely
4For a discussion of the development of the Core Interview and
its pilot testing, see "The Development of the Instrument" in the Appen-
dix.
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Reasons for Inclusion
4. Have you thought of
moving from this area, for
any reason, in the past few
years? Why? Where would
you move to?
5. If someone you liked
were thinking of moving into
this area and you wanted to
encourage them by showing
them around, what things
would you show them, what
would you point out?
6. Suppose you were taking
a [selectman] around your
area to show him the things
you didn't like about it.
What would you show him?
7. Are there places in this
area which you think of as
particularly unpleasant or
ugly?
to downgrade their areas to acquain-
tances.
Thoughts of moving indicate dissatis-
faction with some aspect(s) of an
area. It would be important for a
planner to know the frequency with
which residents thought of moving
from an area, and the reasons for the
move.
Responses were expected to indicate,
more specifically than question 3,
the things which residents valued
positively about their area -- i.e.,
the "good" things about the area.
This question is less abstract than
"What don't you like about this area?"
which, in the pilot study, yielded
vague responses of little use to any-
one. In fairness to the respondents
as well as for practical reasons, it
was felt that in asking for negative
features of an area, particular empha-
sis should be placed on those to which
improvements or corrections can be
made. Of course, "selectmen", per se,
are appropriate for New England towns.
Other public officials who are similar-
ly responsive on the local level --
e.g., "councilmen" -- would be substi-
tuted, where need be, in other areas.
This will be discussed further in
Chapter Six.
Although many respondents seemed, in
the pilot tests, to have difficulty
thinking of "beautiful" things in
their area -- these were felt to be
very subjective and personal -- people
were much more definite and had a good
consensus about things they felt were
unpleasant/ugly about the place. More-
over, this question was often found to
reveal different negative aspects than
those mentioned in response to question
6.
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Questionnaire Item
Reasons for Inclusion
8. Has your area changed
in any way over the past
several years? How? Do
you think these changes
have made the area better
or worse as a place to live?
9. What do you think will
happen to this area in the
next ten years?
10. Has the [Town of Brook-
line] spent any money on
improving and/or changing
this area in the past several
years? Do you feel this was
an improvement?
11. Let's suppose that, at
the next [Town] meeting, you
were asked to suggest how the
[Town] might most wisely
spend its money in this area
during the next year. What
recommendations would you
make?
Changes in areas can either be inten-
tional (e.g., due to planning efforts)
or unintentional, very obvious or more
subtle. The way in which people per-
ceive and interpret change affects
the way they feel about a place. Thus,
in order to understand the how and why
of people's attitudes about an area,
it seemed important to understand the
changes people perceived there and the
significance of these.
This can be viewed in part as a follow-
up to question 8, as it asks the re-
spondent to interpret the pattern of
change in the past into a projection
for the future. In addition, it could
tell us something about the resident's
current attitudes regarding the area:
e.g., a resident who views the area as
degenerating over the next ten years
can be expected to perceive that area
today differently from the resident
who sees the area remaining unchanged
in the next decade.
This question was aimed at exploring
residents' feelings about the inten-
tional changes discussed above for
question 8. It was anticipated that
planners would be interested in knowing
how expenditures for improvements were
perceived by residents.
After giving the respondent a chance
to expound on the things he feels are
weaknesses or problems in the area,
this question asks the respondent to
establish priorities for acting on
these. Responses to the question should
not necessarily be seen as intended
planning recommendations to be taken
at face value by the planners; rather,
they should be viewed as another means
of establishing a hierarchy of the
resident's attitudes -- particularly of
those attitudes about which decisions
might be made and action taken.
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Questionnaire Item
B. Community-specific Questions
There were only two community-specific questions added to the
Core Interview as tested in this study. Both of these questions were
derived from concerns expressed by the planners of Brookline, Massachu-
setts, the Town in which the instrument was tested (for details of the
planners' interviews, see Appendix A).
Questionnaire Item Reasons f or Inclusion
1. Where do you usually go
to shop for things other
than food? Do you ever shop
in Coolidge Corner? For
what? How do you get there?
How do you feel about Cool-
idge Corner as a place to
shop? Has the area changed
in the past several years?
2. (a) You've already told
me how you feel about many
things in your area. There
are a few others I'd like to
know about. For each of the
items on this list, 5 please
place a check next to each,
depending on whether you
feel this is a "problem" or
"not a problem" in your area.
At the time of this study, the Town of
Brookline was beginning its own study
aimed at improving the Town's major
commercial area, Coolidge Corner. The
planners wanted to know how Brookline
residents felt about Coolidge Corner,
what they saw as its problems, assets,
etc. I was interested in including
this question as a means of validating
at least one item of the questionnaire.
A citizens' group in the Town was going
to conduct its own Coolidge Corner sur-
vey, and I thought it would be inter-
esting to compare the results of the
two instruments.
There were several intentions behind
this series of questions. First, the
check list of issues was meant to cover
those subjects which may not have come
up in response to previous questions.
Many of the issues on this list were
mentioned by the planners during my
interview with them; responses to this
list could confirm or inform their sus-
picions regarding the significance of
5The following were the issues included on this Issue List: Traf-
fic/Noise, Parking, Building, Maintenance, Garbage Pick-up, Newspaper
Pick-up, Teenage Hanging-out, Snow Removal on Streets, Snow Removal on
Sidewalks, Recreational Programs for Youths, Recreational Programs for
Adults, Park Maintenance, Street/Path Maintenance, Street Lighting,
Safety/Security on the Street, Safety/Security in the Home, Quality of
Public Education.
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Questionnaire Item
(b) Looking back at those
items which you said were
"problems", which would you
be willing to pay higher
taxes for. in order to have
them improved?
(c) Now look at those items
you said were "not a prob-
lem". Are there any services
among them which you think
could be cut somewhat in
order to maintain or lower
the current tax rate?
Reasons for Inclusion
these issues for residents. In addi-
tion, some planners felt that resi-
dents failed to see the direct trade-
off between taxes and services, want-
ing a lower tax rate but no lessening
in service delivery. Parts (b) and
(c) were, thus, intended to encourage
respondents to make this trade-off,
to see if they would willingly do so,
or if they might learn of the diffi-
culties involved in making such trade-
offs by asking them to do so.
This, then, was the final instrument tested. It was designed to
be used by planners and other citizens interested in influencing plan-
ning decisions, and was intended to yield information which could be
applicable to such decisions. The details of how the instrument was
tested will be presented in the next chapter.
Once again, the reader is reminded that the items presented in
this chapter were found, by means of a series of pilot tests, to be the
most successful out of a long list of possible items. The details con-
cerning the items which were eliminated and the reasons for their aban-
donment are both too lengthy and inappropriate to discuss here. Those
interested, however, are referred to "The Development of the Instrument"
in the Appendix.
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CHAPTER THREE. TESTING THE INSTRUMENT
No matter how well-suited an approach appears to be for its inten-
ded purpose, it must be carefully tested before its capabilities can fin-
ally be judged. For the study instrument, this meant putting it to use
in the field and then measuring the results against previously estab-
lished criteria (see Chapter One for these). The test itself had to be
viewed on several levels: first, it had to demonstrate that the instru-
ment could, in fact, elicit information concerning residents' values and
attitudes about their areas, that this would include information not al-
ready known to planners in the areas, and it had to establish that the
techniques employed for obtaining this information -- including methods
of sampling and interviewing -- were workable, valid and could easily be
utilized by a planner.
The general plan for testing the instrument was straightforward.
Once the items to be tested had been compiled into a questionnaire format,
they were initially tried out in a series of pilot interviews. The final
instrument which emerged as a result of these pre-tests was itself given
to a larger sample in two different areas. At the completion of this
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testing, but prior to beginning an analysis of the findings, the plan-
ners for the areas surveyed were interviewed in order to determine their
knowledge of those areas with regard to the survey topics. The remainder
of this chapter will discuss the details of these various testing steps.
In defining "the field" in which the instrument was to be tested,
a choice had to be made between using the approach to survey multiple
areas with a small sampling from each, or surveying one or two areas in
depth.1 Since the approach was intended to be a tool which would enable
the planner to gain a detailed "picture" of a single area, the broader
buck-shot approach was rejected in favor of the in-depth one. It was de-
cided that, while a fairly large sample would be drawn from one area, a
smaller sampling would also be surveyed in a comparable area. In addi-
tion, the interviewing in the latter area would be done by the author and
by a planner for the area. It was hoped that this dual-area/dual-inter-
viewer approach would satisfy two purposes: (1) that it would provide
comparative data indicating the ability of the instrument to distinguish
between areas, and (2) that it would provide feedback concerning the use
of the instrument by planners. The next decision had to be where the
test areas were to be located.
Selecting the Test Locations
In considering suitable areas for testing the instrument, several
1Time and cost constraints ruled out the option of sampling multiple
areas in depth.
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criteria were established. The first of these was that the area be
urban. It was felt that if the instrument were to be truly useful, it
would have to be useful to planners of urban areas, since they probably
have the greatest need for some assistance in understanding the dynamics
of these complex places. The second requirement was that the area not
have undergone significant physical or social changes -- such as rapid
deterioration and/or great population turnover -- in the last five years.
A stable area would, it was felt, allow for more reliable, generalizable
results. For similar reasons, the area must not have been an enclave of
any one particular ethnic group, nor could it, at the time of the testing,
have been experiencing turmoil over any major social or physical issues,
such as racial integration or community-wide opposition to a new office
building in the area. This last criterion eliminated any areas in Bos-
ton, since that city was undergoing severe problems with school busing
at the time of the study. Finally, the areas had to be part of a munici-
pality which employed a full-time planning staff, since planners who were
familiar with these areas were a necessary part of the instrument's test.
After considering several cities in the Boston vicinity, it was de-
cided that the study areas would be drawn from the Town of Brookline. Al-
most completely surrounded by Boston, this Town of 58,689 people2 could
be considered a small city which has chosen to retain a township form of
government. It is clearly a predominantly white middle-class community
-- only 4 percent of the population is non-white and only 4.1 percent of
Brookline families are below the poverty level, while 44 percent have an-
2This figure is based on the U.S. Census data for 1970.
55.
nual incomes of $15,000 or more3 -- with a few areas being predominantly
upper-middle-clas and even fewer being largely lower-middle-class. Yet,
some areas still have a good "urban mix" both socioeconomically and phys-
ically in terms of housing types, tenure, conditions, density, etc. In
addition, the Town has a well-established Planning Department of nine
persons, most of whom have worked there for at least five years. The
director of the agency expressed interest in the study and agreed to co-
operate with the testing procedures. Finally, although it is undergoing
the more or less gradual changes which occur in any urban area, Brookline
is a fairly stable community which was undergoing no major social or
physical upheavals at the time of the study.
Having selected the study location, the specific areas in which the
instrument would be tested had to be chosen. These, it was felt, should
be defined in terms of their appropriateness for planners in reaching
decisions. By defining too narrow an area, one might limit the scope of
information needed to arrive at planning policies concerning, for example,
resource allocations or development schemes. In this case, the planner's
"return" for the effort expended in using the instrument would not be
maximized. It was felt, therefore, that the test areas should corres-
pond to those units which the planners found to be generally useful for
their purposes.
In Brookline, the Town has been divided into sevel Planning Areas.
Each of these contains about 10,000 people or less and is comprised of
one or more complete census tracts (e.g., the Upper Beacon-Fisher Hill
3U.S. Census data for 1970.
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Planning Area is Census Tract 6, but the North Brookline Planning Area
is comprised of Tracts 2 and 3). Tracts which were grouped together into
Planning Areas share general similarities regarding housing types and,
hence, resident income, and the groupings allowed the formation of areas
of an appropriate size for planning management. Each Planning Area con-
sists of several "neighborhoods" or subareas and the planners recognized
this fact and regarded the Planning Area divisions simply as a planning
expediency not necessarily reflecting the natural subdivisions of the
Town.4 Given the fact that these were already established planning units,
the Planning Area divisions seemed appropriate ones to use in testing
the instrument.
Some of these areas were, however, more appropriate to the study's
purposes than others. As discussed, earlier in this chapter, appropriate
test areas were felt to be those containing a good degree of urban mix,
both in physical and social terms. Some of Brookline's Planning Areas
contain large estates and are really more suburban than urban; moreover,
areas which are predominantly either upper-income or lower-income were
not suitable because they represented community extremes. In selecting
the test areas, a careful analysis was made of the 1970 Census data plus
all other planning information available for each Planning Area. In par-
ticular, an evaluation was made of each Area's income, age, tenure and
residency patterns, and these were compared: (1) to those for Brookline
as a whole to ensure that atypical areas were avoided; and (2) to each
4In reality, the author found that the Planning Area boundaries
seemed to reflect these subarea divisions: in no case did a subarea ap-
pear to be split between more than one Planning Area.
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other since comparable areas were needed for the study. Once tentative
areas had been selected in this way, an automobile survey was made for
each of these, noting the extent of its physical diversity.
The area finally chosen to be the primary study area (i.e., the
area from which the larger sample would be drawn) was the Middle Beacon
Planning Area containing Census Tracts 4 and 5 (see Figure 1.), and the
smaller comparative sample was to be taken from the adjacent northern
part of the Upper Beacon-Fisher Hill Planning Area (Census Tract 6).
Both these areas contain a good mixture of housing types -- predominantly
single- and two-family homes, and smaller apartment buildings -- in vary-
ing states of repair and with typical owner-renter ratios for Brookline;
both have a mixture of residential and commercial sections with a major
street cutting through each, and both have generally average income
spreads for Brookline. (The specific demographic details for these areas
will be discussed in Chapter Four.)
Sample Selection
The sampling procedure had to be designed to meet two objectives:
(1) it had to ensure that respondents would be randomly selected
so that each resident in the area over the age of 18 would have an approx-
imately equal chance of being included in the sample; yet, it also had to
be spatially stratified to enable all parts of an area to be included as
well;
(2) it had to be a simple technique which could be easily replica-
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Figure la. The Middle Beacon Planning Area. Brookline, Massachusetts.
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Figure 1b. The sampled portion of the Upper Beacon Planning Area. Brookline, Massachusetts.
ted by any person wishing to use the instrument.
The technique which was evolved is both straightforward and easy
to use. In order to ensure that all parts of a Planning Area were in-
cluded in the sample, the area to be sampled was divided into a grid in
which the number of segments corresponded to the size of the sample
(see Figure 2.). Within each segment, a street was randomly selected
by closing one's eyes and dropping a pencil at a random point within the
grid square. The author then referred to the "Street List of Persons
Seventeen Years of Age and Over in the Town of Brookline, 1975", located
the chosen street section on this list, selected a random number between
1 and 50 from a standard random numbers table,5 and counted down the
chosen number of names on the list, starting from the top or bottom of
it as determined by the flip of a coin. This resulted in a specific ad-
dress for the street chosen. This procedure was repeated for each square
of the grid. In the end, one had a list of specific addresses correspon-
ding in length to the size of the sample.
In establishing the optimal sample size for testing the instrument,
the degree of precision to be gained by increasing the size of the sample
beyond a practical minimal number was considered. As the graph in Figure
3. illustrates, in estimating either proportions or means, the very small
degree of accuracy to be gained by increasing the sample much above 50
persons was felt to be unjustified for the purposes of this study. In
fact, it was felt that a satisfactory degree of accuracy for this study
5Again, using the sophisticated closed-eyes technique.
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could probably be achieved with a sample of 30-35 randomly-selected per-
sons, since it is unlikely with a sample of that size that an issue or
opinion of importance to at least 10 percent of the population sampled
would go unrepresented. However, because the study was a test, and be-
cause one of the things to be tested was the size of the sample needed
for using the instrument, it was decided that the sampling in the Middle
Beacon Planning Area would be done in two waves: first, an initial
sample of 35 persons would be surveyed; following this, an additional
sample of 15 would be chosen and interviewed. In this way, it was hoped,
one might judge the degree of knowledge to be gained by using a larger
sample. In the comparative and smaller Upper Beacon Planning Area, a
random sample of 20 persons was used.
The samples were restricted to an adult population, 18 years old
and over. Moreover, interviewing was carried out at all times of the day
and in the evenings in order to ensure that both sexes, and working in-
dividuals as well as those who remain at home would be represented. 6
Including the surveys done during the pilot phase, interviews were con-
ducted during the summer of 1976 and in the late fall and early winter
of 1976-1977.
The interviews were conducted in residents' homes. For the Middle
Beacon Planning Area the interviews were carried out solely by the author.
In the Upper Beacon Planning Area, however, this task was shared between
the author and a planner from the Brookline Planning Department, with
each interviewing ten households. One feature of the test was to see how
6Of all the interviews, about 30 percent were conducted between
5:00 and 9:00 in the evening.
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well a planner could use the instrument.'
Following the sampling procedures described above, the interviewer
had a list of specific "target addresses" for the study areas, with each
address representing one interview. These target addresses were simply
meant to serve as starting points in an area -- that is, each was consi-
dered to be an initial point for locating a respondent on a given street.
Hence, it was not essential that the resident of the target address be
the respondent interviewed, but only that someone in that general area
be interviewed. In fact, of the 69 respondents from the Middle Beacon
Area, only about one-quarter (24 percent) resided at a target address.
The map in Figure 5 illustrates the success of this technique in ensur-
ing that all parts of an area are represented in the sample.
In locating a respondent, then, the interviewer began at one of
the target addresses. If this was a single-family home, she or he simply
rang the bell or knocked. If, instead, it was a two-family home, a coin
was flipped to determine which unit to approach first (i.e., "heads"
meant the unit on the top floor, or the door to the left). If the ad-
dress was an apartment building, the interviewer randomly chose a respon-
dent from the listing in the lobby.
When a person other than a child8 answered the door, the inter-
viewer greeted her/him by saying:
"Hello. My name is . I am working in conjunction
with/am a planner for the Brookline Planning Department.
I am doing a study to find out how people in Brookline
feel about the areas in which they live. Can you spare
a little time to speak with me?"
7For the interview instructions given to the planner, the reader
is referred to Appendix A.
8 If a child answered, a parent was asked for.
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If the resident expressed some hesitancy or doubt, the interviewer of-
fered to show his/her credentials. Except in a few circumstances, where
the persons answering the door referred the interviewer to their spouses
or roommates, the respondents tended to be those first encountered at
the door. If there was some doubt about the person's age (i.e., whether
he was over 18 years old), the age was questioned before beginning the
interview.
At times, the resident of a target address was not at home or re-
fused to be interviewed. When this occurred at a single-family house,
the interviewer proceeded to the next house immediately to the right,
and kept on in this fashion until a respondent was located. In a two-
family house, the second unit was next tried; and if this was also un-
successful, the interviewer went on to the house to the right, and so on.
Finally, in an apartment building, after randomly choosing the first
respondent, the next choice was the numerically next apartment (i.e., if
the interviewer had gotten no response from Apartment #6, Apartment #7
was then approached). (For still further details of these procedures,
the reader is referred to the planner's Interviewing Instructions in Ap-
pendix A). The purpose behind such procedural detailing was an effort
to ensure the continued employment of a stratified random selection pro-
cess by all users of the instrument through the development of a set of
standardized selection "rules".
Pilot Testing Phase
The initially compiled survey instrument was, of necessity, over-
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inclusive. Since there were no widely accepted techniques to fall
back upon, the instrument at this stage was intended to explore diverse
means for obtaining the desired information. In its initial phase,
therefore, the instrument included a composite of techniques, some of
which yielded overlapping information.9 Some overlap was desirable as
a check on the reliability of the information obtained. However, much
was excess "fat" to be eliminated once the best means for arriving at
the information were determined. The pilot phase served as the period
for testing the intital questionnaire, for trimming the fat, and for
reworking items when they needed to be. In addition, it was a time for
testing and refining both the sampling procedures and the means of
analyzing the data.
The pilot testing was done in the primary study area, the Middle
Beacon Planning Area, with the sample drawn according to the procedures
described above. Initially, it was anticipated that a small sample of
ten persons would be sufficient; however, the pilot approach which
proved most useful involved a series of tests and revisions, and ten
interviews were not enough for the final instrument to evolve cautious-
ly. Hence, an additional sample of ten persons was selected, making
the total sample for the pilot phase twenty. 10
Because of the inclusive nature of the questionnaire, interviews
during this phase were quite lengthy at first, averaging about one hour
9For a list of items included in this initial questionnaire, the
reader should refer to "The Development of the Instrument" in the Ap-
pendix.
10Actually, 21 people were interviewed during this trial period;
two lived in the same dwelling but were interviewed separately.
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each. This was, of course, an outrageous time commitment for an un-
announced face-to-face interview. As the pilot testing progressed and
revisions were made, the interview time decreased significantly.
In general, questionnaire items were assessed according to the
following nine criteria:
(1) Is the question or task easily understood by all repondents?
(2) Does it yield consistent kinds of responses, indicating that
it is understood in the same way by all respondents?
(3) Are any of the questions repetitive, tending to yield the
same information? If so, which item elicits the information most easily
and fully?
(4) Is the item yielding clear information; i.e., are you sure
you know the meaning of the response?
(5) So what for planning? Will the responses to this item be
useful in planning terms?
(6) Can the question be made more focussed? Is it too general
or inclusive?
(7) How long does it take to answer a question? For questions
that produce particularly lengthy responses, is the information useful
enough to merit the time commitment?
(8) Can an item be made closed-ended without sacrificing infor-
mation?
(9) Can the final set of items be used with relative ease and
minimal costs?
The initial interview containing twenty-eight items was given to
six respondents. Then, using the criteria listed above, the question-
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naire was revised: some items were eliminated and others were changed.
So, for example, questions which had asked the respondent's opinion re-
garding how other persons, both living in and outside the area, felt
about it were dropped, since most respondents seemed confused or uncom-
fortable about answering these questions, and the responses when given
did not appear to be particularly interesting or useful.
1 1
Another eight persons were interviewed using the revised question-
naire, and, again, the performance of these items was measured against
the nine criteria. Once more, seven items were dropped and several
others were reworded or otherwise revised. Still others which were
somewhat doubtful were kept for further testing. Using this third for-
mat, a final group of seven persons was surveyed. The interview was
still too long, but by the last several trials, the interviewer felt
there was sufficient information to judge the utility of each item, and
to compose out of this the final instrument. Several items which had
been questionable all along were finally dropped, and a few were changed
to better get at the information sought. For example, the question,
"What do you like least about the area?" tended to evoke more personal,
individualistic responses (e.g., "I wish it were more American", "It's
hard to get to Boston University", "Kids use my backyard as a path"),
rather than responses which might be more applicable to areal planning
policy. So the question was dropped. Nevertheless, it was felt that
planners should have some way of finding out those things residents dis-
1 1For a complete list of the items tested during the pilot phase,
and the sequence of revisions, please see "The Development of the Instru-
ment" in the Appendix.
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liked about an area which could be acted upon. Therefore, in place of
the old question, a new item was installed: "Suppose you were taking a
selectman around your area to show him the things you didn't like about
it. What would you show him?" The final interview which emerged from
a careful analysis of the pilot responses was a trim, brief instrument
compared to the one given to those first six respondents.
The Final Testing
While there seems to have been a good deal to say about the pro-
cess of arriving at the final instrument, the procedure for actually
testing it can be quite briefly described.
As mentioned earlier in the chapter, the survey instrument was
tested in two areas: the Middle Beacon Area, which served as the pri-
mary study area; and the northern section of the Upper Beacon Area,
which was the smaller, comparative area. A total of 48 persons were
interviewed in the Middle Beacon Area: 32 persons in the firat wave of
interviews and 16 in the second. The sample for the Upper Beacon Area
numbered 21.12
The average interview lasted about twenty minutes. This was found
to be a reasonable amount of time in terms of the commitment it posed
both for the interviewers and the respondents. For respondents who asked
1 2The sample for each of these waves was redrawn using a grid cor-
responding in size to the number of respondents to be included in the
wave. Hence, three grids were used: one with 35 squares, one with 15,
and one with 20 squares. Occasionally, an extra respondent would be inter-
viewed who had not been part of the grid but was encountered during the
interview.
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how long the interview would take before agreeing to participate, twenty
minutes appeared to be an acceptable length of time. In addition, the
interviewers found that the more interviews they did, the more adept
they became, both in terms of having respondents more readily agree to
be interviewed,13 and in terms of taking less time for the interview it-
self without sacrificing information.
The interviews during this stage were carried out in the late fall
and early winter; most were done before any snowfalls had occurred.
While the interviews in the Middle Beacon Area were done solely by the
author, those in the Upper Beacon Area were carried out by both the
author and a Brookline planner, with each interviewing half the respon-
dents.
Interviewing the Planners
A significant test of the instrument was based upon determining
its usefulness to planners. Was the knowledge gained worth the effort
expended -- was the instrument providing planners with information they
didn't already have? It is usually difficult to ask someone, after-the-
fact, "Did you already know that?", yet it is also hard at times to as-
1 3In this case, the words used to introduce the interviewer and
his/her task to the respondent were the same throughout the study. How-
ever, I believe that the attitude of the interviewer played a significant
role in encouraging a respondent to agree to be interviewed or not. As
the interviewer became more confident, and perhaps less apologetic for
bothering the respondent, the latter seemed to more easily accept the
legitimacy of the task and agreed more readily to be interviewed.
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certain what exactly someone does know in a general sense before the
"facts" are out. Nevertheless, it was important to try to learn, before
the interview data was released, how the planners of Brookline believed
residents of the study areas felt about them -- what they viewed as the
strengths and weaknesses of the areas, the problems and assets -- and
about the actions that the planners had already taken in these areas.
The purpose was to determine the planners' "state of knowledge" about
the study areas, and what they might, therefore, gain from the findings
of the instrument.
The Brookline planners as a group presented a real challenge for
the instrument since most of them had been at their jobs for at least
five years and many had been, or were still themselves, residents of
Brookline. Therefore, it was felt that, if the instrument could tell
this group of planners things that they did not already know about vari-
ous Brookline communities, it would indeed be providing useful informa-
tion -- particularly for planners with less knowledge and experience in
given urban areas.
With this challenge in mind, each of Brookline's planners was
interviewed after the completion of the residents' interviews but prior
to the analysis of this data. The planners were already aware of the
study and of the interviews since the author had earlier spoken to each
of them regarding relevant community issues in Brookline in conjunction
with the development of the instruement. For this testing phase, the
planners were asked many of the same items asked of the residents, but
were instructed to respond as if they were a resident of the area.
Later, after analyzing of both the residents' and planners' responses,
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it was felt that the fairest approach might not have been to ask how
the "planner as resident" might respond but, rather, to find out how
the planners believed residents actually might have responded. So,
another round of interviews was conducted in which each planner was
asked to imagine how the majority of residents responded to a series of
items. Once again, the reader is directed to Appendix A for the details
of this interview form and to Chapter Five for a discussion of the find-
ings. The cautiousness which prompted this second series of interviews
stemmed from a determination to give the planners a fair opportunity to
express their knowledge of the study areas in the terms explored by the
instrument. As much as the author wished the instrument to "work" in
terms of filling in gaps in the planners' knowledge, it was felt impor-
tant in this test that the planners be allowed as much of an opportunity
to express their views as the residents had in responding to the survey.
Finally, the author would like to note that all of these inter-
views were undertaken by the planners in Brookline with a high degree of
interest, a sense of cooperation, and a good deal of patience.
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE RESIDENTS' RESPONSES: ANALYSES AND FINDINGS
In this chapter we will consider resident responses to the survey
instrument. For each item we will explore its intended significance in
terms of what it was hoped one would learn from it and, therefore, the
kinds of things one should look for in responses to it. We will then look
at the kinds of information the item did yield, using the Brookline data to
illustrate this. Finally, we will look beyond each item to possible ways
in which the items correlate with one another, and/or relate to the findings
of other studies. In this way, the reader should gain a good understanding
of the instrument's capabilities: the kinds of information one is likely
to obtain from it, its strengths and its weaknesses.
We will begin by describing the two Brookline study areas and the
demographic characteristics of the study samples. Following that will be
a discussion of each item of the questionnaire.
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The Study Areas
a. The Middle Beacon Planning Area
The primary study area, i.e., the area from which the largest sample
was drawn, was the Middle Beacon Planning Area (Figure 1). This area is
comprised of two census tracts, each containing approximately 5,500 resi-
dents, and is served by four schools. It is an area of marked topographi-
cal, architectural and social variations. Topographically, the area is
noted for its two hills -- Corey Hill and Aspinwall Hill -- and most of the
residents live either on one of these hills or adjacent to them. At the
top of Corey Hill, a small park provides an impressive view out toward
Boston. The hills are primarily reserved for residential use, and both
contain a substantial number of trees. In addition to the hills, two major
streets, Beacon and Washington, also serve to define the Middle Beacon Area,
with Beacon Street dividing the area north and south, and Washington Street
dividing it east and west. Both of these streets are heavily-trafficked
and contain a mixture of residential and commercial uses. In the latter
category, these thoroughfares serve as the location of two major shopping
centers within the study area: Coolidge Corner located at Beacon and Har-
vard Streets, and Washington Square at Beacon and Washington Streets.
Both of these shopping areas have been undergoing problems (e.g., high
vacancy rates, heavy traffic and parking problems, vandalism and theft)
for the past few years and are currently targets for planning improvements.
In addition, the public transit trolley line runs along Beacon Street, lead-
ing directly to downtown Boston or out to Newton.
Architecturally, the area varies markedly according to dimensions of
style, age, condition and dwelling type. One can find fine examples of
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19th century architecture interspersed with some good and not-so-good
samples from the current century. In this mixture of styles, one glimpses
the history of the area from a time of large estates and grand houses to the
much more recent presence of high-rise apartment buildings, with all the
stages of development and increasing density occurring in between. As a
whole, the area has a well-kept appearance; one does, however, find instan-
ces of poorly maintained properties. Yet, while a few blocks may look
"seedier" than others, particularly where absentee landlords rent proper-
ties, there are no significant pockets of decay to be found in the area.
Most frequently, badly maintained houses here stand amidst those which are
well cared for. Hence, many streets give one an ambivalent impression of
a place not really decaying but also not in the best condition. This ambi-
valence extends to dwelling types as well since the area is generally not
separated, for example, into single-family sections, apartment districts,
and so on. Some streets have primarily single-family detached units, and
others contain predominantly apartment buildings; yet, more often than not
in this area, streets will have a mixture of single- and two-family homes,
three-storey apartment buildings or a higher apartment block. Finally,
the area contains five parks and/or playgrounds. Two of these -- Corey Hill
and Shick Parks -- are located atop the two major hills. Of the remaining
three, Griggs is the most park-like, having many trees, shrubs and lawn
areas as well as a playground facility. The Driscoll Playground is
adjacent to the elementary school; St. Mark's Square is simply a small left-
over green space surrounded by busy streets.
1. For example, on parts of Summit Avenue, Washington Street, lower
University Road, and Winthrop Road.
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Not surprisingly, this physical variety is matched by a diversity in
the area's population as well. A significant percentage of residents in
the Middle Beacon Area, as in Brookline as a whole, are elderly: 23 per-
cent are age 65 or older. 2 In addition, another 24 percent fall into the
45-64 year age group. There has, however, in the last ten years, been a
marked increase in the number of younger residents in the area; this area
had, in fact, the second largest population increase -- particularly in the
20-24 year range -- in the Town since 1960, so that as of 1970, 28 percent
of the area's residents were included in the 20-34 year age spread. Still,
the percentage of even younger residents is relatively small, as only 17
percent are under 19 years old. In Brookline as a whole, 22 percent fall
into this age grouping.
Only about 3.5 percent of families in this area have incomes which
could be classified as being "below poverty level". On the whole for this
area, the median annual income is somewhere between $10-15,000. There are
many more rental rather than owner-occupied properties in the Middle Beacon
Area, as is the case for Brookline in general. There are, in the study
area, about four times as many renters occupying dwellings as there are
owners, with the ratio of renters to owners being greater in the section
south of Beacon Street than in the area to the north. In the decade between
1960 and 1970, there was a 37.5 percent increase in renter-occupied housing,
and a 5.8 percent decrease in dwellings which are owner-occupied. At least
some of this may be accounted for by the fact that several new, large
apartment buildings had been constructed in the area during this period.
Some of the older and larger private homes had also been rehabilitated and
converted into apartment units.
2. These figures are based on data from the 1970 U.S. Census.
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b. The Upper Beacon Planning Area
The smaller, comparative sample was drawn from the Upper Beacon
Planning Area (see Figure 1). The reader will recall that the character-
istics of the comparative area were to resemble as closely as possible --
both physically and socially -- those of the primary study area. As a
whole, the Upper Beacon Area has more single-family and owner-occupied
housing than does the Middle Beacon Area. In addition, the former area
contains the second highest median value for owner-occupied property in the
town of Brookline. Nevertheless, this area is not homogeneous, and the
previous description does not apply equally to all parts. Rather, one
might easily divide the area in two: one part containing primarily larger
single-family homes situated in what might be characterized as a more
suburban atmosphere; and the other containing a mixture of such homes in
addition to two-family houses and variously-sized apartment buildings, all
situated in a more dense, busy and generally more "urban" surrounding (see
Figure 4). This latter part, then, was chosen as the area for the
comparative sample, as it seemed quite similar in character to the Middle
Beacon Area.
This area contains no outstanding topographical features; its visual
character is largely derived from the variety of its architecture. As in
the Middle Beacon Area, Beacon Street also divides the Upper Beacon Area
into north and south sections. Yet, with the exception of a few stores,
including a large supermarket, Beacon Street here is largely residential,
lined with small apartment buildings and large, once grand, row houses
which have been converted to apartments. The scale of these buildings is
smaller than it is for the apartment buildings further east along Beacon
Street, and this, combined with fewer trees in the area and a large vacant
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Figure 4. The Upper Beacon Planning Area with demarcation of the sampled portion.
lot near the Star Market, makes the street appear very wide and open in
this stretch. Aside from the supermarket itself, the area contains no
major shopping center, but it is immediately adjacent to the Washington
Square shops, and quite near the shops at Cleveland Circle.
There have been very few recent architectural additions to the area.3
Most of the buildings date from the latter part of the 19th century or the
first part of the Twentieth. Housing types range from single-family de-
tached homes to row homes and small brick apartment buildings. The area
itself includes no open space facilities, but the fairly large Dean Road
Playground lies immediately adjacent to it. This facility contains a field,
playground equipment, and tennis courts.
The population breakdown for this area is quite similar to that for
the Middle Beacon Area. For example, 24 percent of the residents here are
age 62 or older, while only 18 percent are under the age of 18. Moreover,
this area has had the greatest population increase -- particularly of resi-
dents in the 20-24 year age group -- of all areas in Brookline. Finally,
there is a four-to-one ratio of renters to owners in this comparative area,
just as there is in the Middle Beacon Area.
Now that a clearer picture of where the instrument was tested has
been presented, let us next look at who it was finally tested on.
The Actual Samples
The sampling and the interviews were done in several waves in the
Middle Beacon Planning Area: first, a total of 21 respondents were inter-
viewed during the study's pilot phase; then, during the final testing
3. Although a new apartment complex has been proposed for the Beacon Street
lot. This has been a disputable issue within the community.
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stage, a sample of 32 respondents were surveyed, followed by a second
smaller sampling wave of 16 residents (see Chapter Three for an explanation
of these "waves"). In all, therefore, a total of 69 residents were inter-
viewed in the primary study area. In addition, another 21 residents were
surveyed in a single wave in the comparative Upper Beacon Planning Area.
Who were these residents, and how representative of their areas were they?
Geographical
Distribution
It was important that residents from all parts of the study area be
interviewed so as to maximize the opportunity for obtaining attitudes and
perceptions regarding the entire area. The sampling procedure was designed
to accommodate this geographical spread, and, in fact, interviewed residents
were well-spaced throughout the areas, as is illustrated in Figure 5.
Sex
TABLE 1. Sex Distribution
Sex Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (%) (n = 21) (%)
Males 32 29
Females 68 71
Obviously, more females than males were interviewed in both areas.
According to the 1970 Census for the Middle Beacon Area, there was approxi-
mately a 3:2 ratio of females to males in this area. This ratio may have
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Figure 5. Distribution of interview locations for the Middle Beacon Area.
increased somewhat in favor of females since 1970 as this appears to have
been the trend between 1960 and 1970.4 However, even with this possible
shift, there still seems to be an over-representation of females in the
sample. One reason for this might be that 75 percent of the interviews
were conducted during the day, when more women than men would likely be
home.
Age
In terms of age distribution, the samples were somewhat heavily
weighted with residents between the ages of 18 and 39 years old, as the
following table illustrates:
TABLE 2. Age Distribution
Age Group
18-29 years old
30-39
40-49
50-64
65 and over
Total:
Middle Beacon Area
(n = 69)
N %
17 25
21 30
12 17
5 7
14
69
Upper Beacon Area
(n = 21)
N %
6 29
4
21
In order to evaluate the representativeness of this distribution,
4. According to the Howard Report, there was an increase in this decade
in the young female population and in the population of females over
the age of 60.
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these figures can be compared to data from the 1970 U.S. Census for the
area. Unfortunately, the age categories utilized in the Census are not the
same as those used in the present study. However, by means of extrapolation,
some approximate comparisons can be made:
TABLE 3. Comparison Between Age Distributions in Middle
Beacon Sample and Census
Age Group Middle Beacon Area 1970 Census Middle Beacon Sample
5
(%) (%)
18-29 years old 23 25
30-39 11 30
40-49 12 17
50-64 16 7
65 and over 23 20
For most of the age categories, the sample seems to be quite compar-
able to the Census figures. Nevertheless, there are several discrepancies
-- namely, in the 30-39 and 50-64 year age groups. The extent to which
the differences between these groups are due to extrapolation distortions
5. Because only part of the Upper Beacon Area was sampled in this study,
one cannot compare the sample statistics with Census data for the area
as a whole. Some block-by-block Census data are, however, available,
but these are not as complete as one might wish. In terms of residents'
age, the Census only tells us that 24 percent of residents in the area
from which the sample was drawn were age 62 or over. This figure is
close to the sample's representation for that age group: 19 percent
were between the ages of 50 and 64.
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is not known.6 It is also difficult to pinpoint discrepancies which are
due to actual population changes occurring in the area since 1970. For
example, evidence gained from the interviews in this study indicates that
respondents do perceive an increase over the past five years in the number
of residents who are in their 30's, and a concomitant decrease in older
residents in the area. These perceptions are supported in a report by
John Howard (1973) which compared 1960 and 1970 Census data in order to
project future population trends in Brookline. The Howard report pointed
out that, within the ten-year period, there had been a 20-25 percent drop
in the 45-59 year old population. He predicted that, since this age group
would most likely occupy single-family homes, there would be more housing
of this type available for younger families to occupy. Given the cost of
such housing in Brookline, it seems likely that most of the younger fami-
lies who could afford them would at least be in their thirties.
It would appear, therefore, that the sample probably has somewhat
over-represented 30-39 year old residents, and under-represented those
between the ages of 50 and 64. Nevertheless, it is difficult to determine
the degree of these discrepancies.7
6. For the 25-34 year age group in the Census, I assumed an equal distri-
bution across the ten years, and thus divided by half to arrive at the
30-34 year figure. It may be, however, that there is a larger propor-
tion of 30-33 year olds in this group than 25-29 year olds. The same
may be true for the Census' 35-44 year group.
7. Since the interviewer for this area is herself in her thirties, it was
speculated that perhaps people of this age group would be more willing
to talk with her than would older residents. However, the author then
compared the age distribution of residents in Area 6 who were surveyed
by this same interviewer and by the Brookline planner who is in his
forties. If the age-similarity rationale had been true, the younger
interviewer should have interviewed more younger residents than the
older one had. This, however, was not found to be the case. For both
interviewers, the median age category of residents interviewed was
40-49.
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Length of Residency
TABLE 4. Length of Residency Distribution
Length of Time Living in Brookline
Time Period Middle Upper
Beacon Beacon
Sample Sample
(%) (%)
Under 1 year 9 14
1-5 years 36 24
6-10 years 7 5
11-20 years 28 20
Over 20 years 20 38
Length of Time in House/Apartment
Time Period Middle Upper
Beacon Beacon
Sample Sample
(%) (%)
Under 1 year 17 14
1-5 years 38 29
6-10 years 10 5
11-20 years 22 33
Over 20 years 13 19
In both areas, close to half the residents sampled had lived in Brook-
line for at least eleven years; and, in the Upper Beacon sample, over one-
third had lived there for more than twenty years. On the other hand, a
significant proportion of both samples had lived in Brookline for only five
years or less: 45 percent in the Middle Beacon Area and 38 percent in the
section of Upper Beacon which was surveyed.
There is a similar division in the length of time respondents had
lived in their current dwelling units and, in most cases, in the areas under
question: once again, there was a higher proportion of long-term areal
residents in the Upper Beacon sample. Nevertheless, in both areas, roughly
half of the respondents (i.e., 45 percent in Middle Beacon, 57 percent in
Upper Beacon) had lived in their present homes for at least six years,
while the remaining half had been there for five years or less. Most of
the latter group, however, had lived there for at least over a year. Hence,
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most of the respondents were not newcomers either to Brookline or to their
areas, although more recent arrivals were still well-represented.
These figures are comparable to the 1970 Census data for the Middle
Beacon Area. According to the Census, 46 percent of residents in this area
had lived in their current dwelling unit for more than five years.
Of those interviewed in the study areas, the most recent arrivals were
also the youngest, with most respondents under the age of thirty having
lived in their current homes for less than one year. On the other hand,
all of the respondents who had been in their present homes for at least
twenty years were fifty years old or over; in fact, almost all of the
respondents in this age group had lived in their homes for at least ten
years.
Marital
Status
In the Middle Beacon Area, 62 percent of the sample were married,
38 percent were either single, widowed or divorced. Of the total sample in
this area, 45 percent had children who were under 18 years old. This was
somewhat greater than the figure reported in the Census: here an average
of 33 percent of families had children under 18. Once again, this difference
may be due, at least in part, to an actual population change in the area
since 1970. In fact, of those families with children in the Middle Beacon
Area sample, 59 percent had lived in their present home five years or less.
In addition, 75 percent of the interviews were done during the daytime, so
that families with children were more likely to be sampled than were those
without. The sampling procedure may also have tended to over-represent
"childed" families as it over-sampled single-family units and under-sampled
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apartments (see Owner/Renter discussion below).
In the Upper Beacon sample, 52 percent of respondents were married,
and only 29 percent of the sample had children under the age of 18. There
is no comparative Census data for this sample.
Tenure
TABLE 5. Distribution of Owners and Renters
Tenure Status Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
Sample (%) 1970 Census (%) Sample (%) 1970 Census (%)
Owns 59 20 43 20
Rents 41 80 57 80
It is clearly evident from the above table that rental units were
greatly under-represented in the two samples, while owner-occupied units
were over-emphasized. Probably the primary cause of this discrepancy can
be found in the sampling procedures themselves. The reader will recall that,
because of the need to stratify the samples according to geographical con-
siderations, each grid point on the map identified a single interview loca-
tion. This was true whether the chosen address was a single-family home,
or a single unit within an apartment building. No more than one unit in
any given building was surveyed, regardless of the building's density. The
sample was not stratified according to density, and portions of the areas
which were more densely populated received the same representation as those
with less dense conditions. If one assumes that per structure there are
more single- and two-family homes in an area than apartment buildings, these
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former would then have a greater probability of being represented in the
sample. Most renters, however, occupy apartment units, and would, there-
fore, be under-represented under the given sampling conditions.
We should examine the implications of this sample distortion in light
of other distortions that it might have produced. For example, in our
sample, most of those who rented their dwelling units were between the ages
of 18 and 29 (see Table 6). In fact, all but one respondent in this age
group were renting their units. In contrast, the majority of respondents
in all the other age groups were owners rather than renters, with the
exception of the 30-39 year olds in the Upper Beacon sample. Therefore, if
the samples do under-represent renters, we might assume that they also
under-represent the younger resident groups to some extent.
TABLE 6. Tenure by Age
Age Group Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (n = 21)
Rents Owns Rents Owns
18-29 16 1 6 0
30-39 6 15 3 0
40-49 2 10 1 3
50-64 0 5 1 4
65+ 4 10 1 2
The great majority of renters had no children who were under the age
of 18. In contrast, in the larger sample in the Middle Beacon Area, the
majority of respondents who owned their homes did have children in this
age group. This was not true, however, in the smaller Upper Beacon sample.
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TABLE 7. Tenure Status by Families With/Without Children
Family Status
Has Children
(18 years old
and under)
Has no Children
(18 years old
and under)
Total:
Middle Beacon Area
Rents Owns
7 (25%) 25 (61%)
21 (75%)
28 (100%)
16 (39%)
41 (100%)
Upper Beacon Area
Rents Owns
4 (33%) 2 (22%)
8 (67%)
12 (100%)
7 (78%)
9 (100%)
The figures, nevertheless, suggest that by under-representing renters, this
sample might also have under-represented families without young children.
TABLE 8. Tenure by Length of Time Living in House/Apartment
Living in Dwelling
Unit
Under 1 year
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years
Total:
Middle Beacon Area
Rents Owns
11 (39%) 1 (2%)
10 (36%) 15 (37%)
3 (11%) 5 (12%)
2 (7%) 6 (14%)
1 (4%) 6 (20%)
1 (4%) 8 (20%)
28 41
Upper Beacon Area
Rents Owns
2 (17%) 1 (11%)
6 (50%) 0
1 (8%) 0
1 (8%) 3 (33%)
2 (17%) 1 (11%)
0 4 (44%)
9
While a significant proportion of both renters and owners seemed to
have changed homes in the last five years, owners were more likely to have
remained in their present homes beyond five years and to have remained as
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long-term residents. The belief that owners constitute a more "stable"
population than do renters would appear to be supported by the study sample.
Hence, by over-representing owners, the samples seem to have also over-
represented longer-term residents.
TABLE 9. Tenure by Dwelling Type
Dwelling Type Middle Beacon Area
Rents Owns
Upper Beacon Area
Rents Owns
Single-family,
detached
Single-family,
attached
Two-family
Apartment building
Total:
3 (11%)
0
12 (43%)
13 (46%)
28
32 (78%)
1 (2%)
7 (17%)
1 (2%)
41
0
0
3 (25%)
9 (75%)
12
2 (22%)
5 (56%)
2 (22%)
0
9
These Table 9 results would support the contention that the prepon-
derance of owners to renters in the study samples was due to the sampling
procedure, which allowed for geographically greater proportional sampling
of those living in single-family homes as opposed to those in multiple-
type dwellings.
TABLE 10. Tenure by Occupation
Category of Occupation
Professional
Owner, Manager
Clerical
Middle Beacon Area
Rents Owns
4 (14%) 15 (37%)
2 (7%) 2 (5%)
2 (7%) 1 (2%)
Upper Beacon Area
Rents Owns
4 (33%) 2 (22%)
1 (8%) 1 (11%)
1 (8%) 0
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(TABLE 10, continued)
Category of Occupation
Sales (not self-owned)
Craftsmen
Operator
Service
Housewife
Student
Retired
Unemployed
Total:
Middle Beacon Area
Rents Owns
2 (7%) 0
1 (4%) 4 (10%)
0 0
5 (18%)
4 (14%)
6 (21%)
2 (7%)
0
28
2 (5%)
11 (27%)
0
6 (14%)
0
41
Upper Beacon Area
Rents Owns
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
2 (17%) 4 (44%)
1 (8%) 0
2 (17%) 2 (22%)
1 (8%) 0
12 9
Most significant here is the fact that none of those respondents
owning their homes were students, while a significant proportion of renters
were in this category. It seems likely that students and young single
workers -- both professionals and non-professionals -- were under-represented
in the study samples.
In spite of the representational distortions incurred by this renter/
owner imbalance, the proportion of renters in the sample was still great
enough to insure that the views and attitudes of this group would not com-
prise an insignificant proportion of the total response. In addition, one
might also argue that if owners really tend to be more stable, longer-term
residents who would, therefore, have a greater commitment to the area than
would those who rent, planners might, in fact, be most particularly inter-
ested in learning how owners feel about their areas. Hence, the distortion
may not necessarily be totally dysfunctional.
94.
Occupations
TABLE 11. Occupational Distributions
Occupations: Middle
Beacon Sample
Respondents Occupation
Category8
Professional
Owner, Mana-
ger, Proprie-
tor
Clerical
Sales: not
Self-employed
Craftsman
Operative
Service
Housewife
Student
Retired
Unemployed
(D
Spouses
22
3
2
2
2
1
0
5
1
0
.K.
(54%)
(7%)
(5%)
(5%)
(5%)
(2%)
(12%)
(2%)
= 2)
Occupations: Upper
Beacon Sample
Respondents
(24%)
(10%)
(5%)
(29%)
(5%)
(19%)
(10%)
Occupation Spouses
Category8
Professional 3 (43%)
Owner, Mana- 0
ger, Proprie-
tor
Clerical
Sales: not
Self-employed
Craftsman
Operative
Service
Housewife
Student
Retired
Unemployed
(]
(14%)
1 (14%)
0
1 (14%)
0
0
0
0
D.K. = 1)
8. These categories are based on those established by the U.S. Department
of Labor. Some have been slightly modified to fit the urban context
of this study: e.g., "Farm Owners" has been changed to "Owners" of
businesses, etc. Listed below are some of the occupations included
under particular categories;
Professionals: doctors, lawyers, teachers, accountants, social
workers, producers, psychologists.
Owners, etc.: real estate owners (e.g., landlords), as well as
business owners.
(Continued on next page)
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(28%)
(6%)
(4%)
(3%)
(9%)
(10%)
(20%)
(9%)
(12%)
19
4
3
2
6
0
7
14
6
8
0
A large proportion of both samples were either professional or had a
spouse who was a professional. Undoubtedly, the over-emphasis of owners
rather than renters in the samples might account, at least in part, for
this professional skew, and for the low proportion of students interviewed.
Nevertheless, it may well be that these areas are comprised of a signifi-
cant proportion of professionals. It is difficult to draw a direct compari-
son between the study data and that of the 1970 Census since the latter
reports income level rather than occupations. However, one may assume that
an area which contains a higher proportion of professionals will have a
higher income level than one that does not. Using this assumption, we can
compare census tracts 4 and 5 in the Middle Beacon Area. According to the
Census, both have a fairly similar income distribution, but tract 5 contains
over five times as many families with incomes over $50,000 (n = 57) than
does tract 4 (n = 10). In the study sample of these tracts, a larger propor-
tion of tract 5 respondents and/or spouses were professional than were
those in tract 4. Hence, at least one can say that the study samples seem
(Continued from preceding page)
Clerical: secretaries, clerks.
Sales: ranged from "export assistant" to "electronic sales",
although the latter also had a physics doctorate.
Craftsman: writers, musicians, poets, artists.
Operative: a packer.
Service: nurses, waiters.
Housewife: includes two part-time students and a substitute teacher.
Students: full-time students only.
Unemployed: includes one person who is a teacher but, at the moment,
is not employed.
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to accurately reflect the differences between these tracts.
Previous
Address
In responding to the question, "where did you live before you moved
here?" the following picture emerged:
TABLE 12. Where Respondents Lived Prior to Current Address
Location Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 46) (n = 18) (%)
In Brookline 33 33
In Boston or 37 44
surrounds
Elsewhere in 15 6
Massachusetts
Outside Massachusetts 7 11
but in the U.S.A.
Outside the U.S.A. 9 6
One-third of all residents sampled had lived somewhere in Brookline
prior to moving to their current address. In addition, an average of 40
percent had lived in areas close to Brookline.
Of those respondents who had moved into their present home within
the last five years, 31 percent had come from elsewhere within Brookline
and 47 percent from a location still within the general SMSA. Hence, for
the great majority of respondents, Brookline was at least somewhat familiar
territory even before they had arrived at their current Brookline location.
97.
Housing
Type
In the Middle Beacon Area, three basic types of housing were repre-
sented in the sample: single-family detached housing, two-family housing,
and apartment buildings.9 In the Upper Beacon Area, single-family, attached
housing (also called "row housing", or "townhouses") was added to this list.
TABLE 13. Distribution of Housing Types
Housing Type Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (%) (n = 21) (%)
Single-family, 52 10
detached
Single-family 0 24
attached
Two-family 28 24
Apartment building 20 43
Over half of the respondents in the Middle Beacon sample lived in
detached, single-family houses, with the remainder nearly equally divided
between units in two-family houses and apartment buildings. In contrast,
this pattern was reversed in the Upper Beacon sample: here, almost half
the respondents lived in apartment buildings, with another quarter each
living in two-family houses or attached single-family ones, Only 10 percent
lived in detached single-family dwellings. One explanation for these dif-
ferences between the two areas might be found in real physical distinctions
between them. The portion of the Upper Beacon Area which was chosen for
9. A few of these were very large, old single-family houses which have
been converted to apartment buildings. Others have always been
apartment blocks.
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the study was selected because it contained a good "urban" mixture of
housing types, as did the Middle Beacon Area in general. However, it is
likely that, within this mix, the Upper Beacon section contains more apart-
ment buildings and row houses, while the Middle Beacon Area has a greater
predominance of detached, single-family structures. This may also explain
why the Upper Beacon sample contained proportionately more renters than
did the Middle Beacon one.
This has been a somewhat detailed description of the study samples.
In light of the fact that the sample procedures were themselves being tested
as part of the instrument, however, such detail -- particularly the compari-
sons with Census data -- seems to be appropriate. We will next look at how
these particular samples responded to the questionnaire.
Responses to the Survey
In analyzing each of the items in the interview schedule, the
following questions had to be answered:
(1) what inrormation aia one hope LU gaciin LromL Lil z1Ls em.
(2) What is the best way of looking at the data in order to get at
this information?
(3) What kind of information did the item actually provide?
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This section will be devoted to exploring these three questions for
each of the items on the questionnaire. Given the goals and purposes of
the instrument, it was essential that the means used for answering the
three questions be simple and straightforward so that they could easily be
undertaken by any planner or community group desiring to use the instrument.
The survey items themselves are, therefore, the focus of analysis in
this section, and the Brookline data will be used primarily to illustrate
the kinds of information yielded by each item. A much more detailed dis-
cussion of the Brookline data is, however, provided, for those who wish it,
in Appendix B.
Item 1, really a demographic question concerning length of residency,
has already been discussed in describing the actual samples. So, we will
begin by looking at Item 2:
Item 2. Here is a map showing part of (Brookline). I am particularly
interested in the area which has been circled. Your house is
here (POINT OUT). Within the circled area, show me the section
with which you are most familiar.
One of the reasons for inclusion of this item was simply to familiar-
ize respondents with the area under study; that is, to help them establish
a mental "set" regarding the focus of the interview. However, it was also
felt that respondents might not include the whole study area within their
responses, but rather simply that portion of it with which they were most
familiar. Since there was some possibility that a respondent's geographical
focus would not be totally apparent from responses alone, he/she was asked
first to define that portion of the study area which was best known to him
or her.
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In addition, In earler discussions with Brookline's planners it was
apparent that some of them perceived different subareas or "neighborhoods"
within the various planning areas of the Town. If these subareas existed
in terms of residents' perceptions as well, it seemed both useful and im-
portant to identify them and to determine if and how attitudes differed
between them. It was hoped that, having residents define those areas with
which they were most familiar, there would be sufficient overlap so that
discrete subareas could also be identified.
Responses were mapped out according to the boundaries given by each
respondent which defined the area with which he/she was most familiar. This
was, at first, done on a single map (see Figure 8). Yet, before long,
specific patterns began to emerge which allowed for the definition of some
subarea groupings. These corresponded with the natural dividing lines pre-
viously described in Chapter Three. For example, it was clear that Beacon
Street served as a strong dividing line, with very few residents north of
it feeling familiar with areas to the south of Beacon and visa versa. Simi-
larly, it seemed that Washington Street provided a strong east-west boundary.
In addition, the two hills and the major shopping center combined in creating
other subarea boundaries. In this way, five tentative "subareas" were
defined in the Middle Beacon Area and two in the Upper Beacon Area. In the
Middle Beacon Area, the five subareas were:
(1) the area lying south of Beacon Street, west of Washington Street,
and on a hill (henceforth referred to as the "Aspinwall Hill"
subarea);
(2) the area south of Beacon Street and east of Washington Street
(called the "Griggs Park" subarea);
(3) the area north of Beacon Street and west of Washington Street
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Figure 8. Areas identified by residents as those with which they were "most familiar".
Middle Beacon Sample.
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(the "Salisbury" subarea);
(4) the area north of Beacon Street, east of Washington Street, and
on a hill (the "Corey Hill" subarea); and
(5) the area at the foot of Corey Hill and east to Harvard Street
(the "Coolidge Corner" subarea). In the Upper Beacon Area, they
were simply the sections north and south of Beacon Street.10
The next step was to determine how well respondents' definitions of
"most-familiar areas" corresponded with these subarea groupings. Hence,
respondents were grouped according to address into one of the above five
subareas, and their responses were, once again, mapped (see Figures 9
through 15). As is evident from these maps, with a few expections, resi-
dents' responses did generally conform to these subarea definitions. Let
us examine the exceptions. First, a few respondents said they were familiar
with the whole study area.11 Yet, an analysis of the scope of the responses
these individuals gave to the remaining items on the questionnaire indicated
that they actually utilized a much smaller geographical area in making their
responses.
In addition, there were several features in the study areas which
were included as "loci of familiarity" although they might have been out-
side of the respondents' subareas. In the Middle Beacon Area, the most
commonly-included features were: Coolidge Corner, Washington Square, Griggs
Park, and Corey Hill Park. Washington Square was also frequently included
by Upper Beacon respondents, who mentioned the Dean Road Playground with
10. For more detailed descriptions of these subareas, see data in the
Appendix C.
11. Two respondents from the Middle Beacon Area and five from the Upper
Beacon Area made these claims.
103.
IL6.
! .
a e-d
-
. .Bo o n .... ....
0.. -......
9 ...... 0...
f4 % r tit
W9
- \ G3
.0
. .. . . 
4f
Figure 9. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Coolidge Corner respondents.
A14ONvWEk
'2
* M~NT I
4;
Figure 10. Areas: identified as "most familiar" by Corey Hill respondents.
a
i~I
-XI
Ljg wot4
Figure 11. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Salisbury respondents.
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Figure 12. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Aspinwall Hill respondents.
Figure 13, Areas identified as "most familiar" by Griggs Park respondents.
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Figure 15. Areas identified as "most familiar" by Upper Beacon/North respondents.
some frequency as well.-1 2 Inrlusion of features located outside of one's
subarea gave a kind of tentacle-like effect to some respondents' maps of
their familiar areas. 1 3
The final exceptions were those residents living on the more or less
amorphous borderlines between subareas. As might be expected, unless the
border represented a very definite dividing line (e.g., Beacon Street),
these "fringe" residents sometimes spanned more than one subarea in their
responses. Decisions regarding which specific subarea grouping these
respondents should be placed with were based on two factors: (1) the sub-
area with which they identified as being most familiar; and (2) an analysis
of which particular subgroup their responses to the questionnaire in general
were most similar to. So, for example, the small section at the western
side of Corey Hill, lying between it and Washington Street, was originally
assumed to belong in the Corey Hill subarea. Later response analysis, how-
ever, indicated that this group was really more similar to the Salisbury
respondents in terms of the environment to which it was relating.
One purpose for this question had been to allow the respondent to
define an area around which he/she might later respond in the remainder of
the questionnaire. Hence, a comparison was made between the scope of the
area respondents identified as "most familiar", and the scope of the area
12. This was in spite of the fact that this facility was clearly located
outside the boundaries of the study area.
13. This is not unlike the findings of Appleyard (1969) and Steinitz (1968),
both of whom concluded that people's mental maps of areas were heavily
influenced by places with which they were familiar and, hence, which
had meaning for them. Appleyard found that people imaged more or less
star-shaped maps of their areas, with points extending from the area
of greatest familiarity (e.g., the home and its immediate surroundings)
to other places of use, with the "arms" of the star being the routes
used to get to these useful places.
111.
included in the rest of their questionnaire responses as this was inter-
preted from those responses. About half of the respondents, it was found,
discussed an area very similar in size/scope to that with which they were
most familiar. However, a significant number of other respondents (i.e.,
roughly 43 percent) later confined their responses to a smaller area than
that with which they claimed to be most familiar. Included in this group
were all of the respondents who had claimed familiarity with areas on the
other side of Beacon Street from where they lived, and particularly those
who said they were familiar with the whole study area. In fact, respondents
tended to conform closely to subarea boundaries in their responses, in spite
of the scope of their self-defined areas of familiarity. 1 4
This question would seem to be most useful to planners in helping
them to define or otherwise confirm their own definitions of various subarea
identities within a geographical area. The issue of whether this can be done
in less challenging and/or threatening ways will be discussed under the
heading "Revisions to the Instrument" in the final chapter.
Finally, two points of particular interest bear summarizing. First,
when thinking about their "area", people seem to mentally refer to more or
less clearly distinct locations whose boundaries are shaped by both geolo-
gical and structural features (e.g., streets, housing types) as well as use
14. It is possible that this question (i.e., "show me the section with
which you are most familiar") served as a challenge or, to the con-
trary, a threat to some respondents; hence, the tendency to define
areas which are larger than those one actually relates to most inti-
mately. On the other hand, asking them in later questions simply
about "your area" might be general enough to allow these respondents
to relax and respond to the area they really know best. One might
raise the issue here of whether some researchers who are concerned with
neighborhood definition may not be encountering this difficulty when
they ask people to define their "neighborhoods". Keller (1968), for
example, found that some residents, when given this task, name only
very small areas of a few houses, while others define much larger areas.
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areas such as shoping centers and parks. These f a sim ilr to
those found by Sims (1973) in a study of neighborhood definition in Colum-
bus, Ohio. Sims, for example, found that streets were, by far, the most
often utilized boundaries in defining neighborhoods, with factors such as
housing type/style and land use also playing significant roles. The second
point is that some features or aspects of an area are really extra-terri-
torial in that residents from numerous subareas identify with and relate
to them. So, for example, in dealing with changes to some aspects of an
area, a planner might only wish to consult resident views in the immediately
surrounding subarea as these are the only people for whom the change might
have meaning or value. However, for changes to other features, an area-
wide interest might be involved. An example of this in the Middle Beacon
Area would be Coolidge Corner, where changes not only concern residents
immediately adjacent to it, but in more distant subareas as well.
Item 3. Let's talk about this area with which you are familiar. Sup-
pose you met someone who had never been to this area and wanted
to know what it was like. How would you describe it to them?
(PROBE: only to be used if no mention is made of physical
aspects:) Describe the looks of the area, too.
One approach to understanding how residents perceive an area is to ask
them to describe it. In this way, the outsider can begin to comprehend the
qualities and specific aspects of an area which are significant (i.e.,
worthy of mention) for its residents. It was anticipated that this question
would elicit more general kinds of descriptors -- aimed more at the overall
qualities and characteristics of the area -- rather than more specific
features such as those sought in Item 5. Hence, in analyzing responses to
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Item 3, these general descrintors were labelled and culled from the respon-
ses. A few of the Brookline responses, with descriptors underlined, can
best illustrate this:
"It's a lovely residential area, really 'suburbia in the city',
but with good shopping close by and a great library." (Corey Hill
subarea)
"This is a nice area. It's fairly safe, at night especially. The
biggest problem is teenagers hanging out late at night when it is
warm. The buildings are kept up fairly well. It's stable: there
are families and people living here a reasonable length of time."
(Coolidge Corner subarea)
"The area is heavily populated with older people and especially
older Jewish families. It is a family area on the whole. It has
a low crime rate, particularly as compared to Allston and Cam-
bridge." (Coolidge Corner subarea)
Since Item 3 asks the respondent to describe "the area with which you
are familiar", nearly all described those subareas which they had earlier
defined as those with which they were most familiar. Some of the features
and qualities described were mentioned with some consistency in all the
subareas, and can be considered area-wide descriptors. Yet, each of the
subareas also had its own set of descriptors indicating residents' percep-
tions of significantly distinct characteristics for each. To illustrate
this, we will briefly look at the subarea descriptions in the Middle Beacon
Area.15
1. The Coolidge Corner Subarea (n = 9)
15. For descriptions of subareas in the Upper Beacon sample, the reader is
referred to Appendix B.
114.
Descriptions for Coolidge Corner Subarea
Item
1. "Residential"/Suburban but with urban
qualities
2. "Friendly": get to know shopowners and
neighbors
3. A lot of older people
4. A lot of students/transients
5. Fairly safe
6. In disrepair: particularly streets closest
to Coolidge Corner
7. Convenient: to trolley and shops
8. Fairly well-kept
9. Teenagers hang out: Coolidge Corner
(%) Frequency Mentioned
67
33
44
33
33
33
33
22
22
Respondents in this area described it as containing many elderly
people, and quite a few students and other transient residents. One respon-
dent remarked, however, that the concentration of elderly had only become
marked in the last five or so years, particularly with the completion of
several senior citizen homes in the area. The area was described as "fairly
safe", particularly as compared to Boston. However, this perception of
safety might have more to do with the age of respondents in this subarea
rather than any actual fact. More than half of the respondents in this
subarea were between the ages of 18-29 -- a greater proportion of younger
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TABLE 14.
respondents than in any other subarea.16
Respondents living closest to the Coolidge Corner shopping center
(i.e., Winchester, Williams, Center Streets) tended to describe their
environment as "deteriorated", particularly some of the older, larger homes
and apartments. However, respondents living further away from Harvard Street
(e.g., Atherton) felt their area was well kept-up. In addition, a few of
those residents closest to Coolidge Corner complained of teenagers hanging
out there, particularly during warmer weather.
Interestingly, two-thirds of the respondents remarked on the resi-
dential or "suburban" qualities of this subarea, despite its proximity to
Coolidge Corner and the traffic and congestion this entails. In addition,
another third referred to the "neighborly" or friendly characteristics of
both the commercial and residential areas. A common phrase was: "a lot
of stores, yet fairly small-town."
16. TABLE 15. Tendency to Describe Area as "Safe" by Age
of Respondent
Age % Describing Area as Safe
18-29 67
30-39 6
40-49 13
50-65 0
Over 65 13
As this table illustrates, respondents in the 18-29 year age-range
had a far greater tendency to describe an area as being "safe" -- i.e., to
mention safety as a factor in describing an area -- than did any other age
group.
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Finally, perhaps a SiIFicant omission: although a few respondens
spoke of the shops at Coolidge Corner and the easy accessibility to these,
none actually chose to describe Coolidge Corner itself as part of an "area"
description they might give to someone.
2. The Corey Hill Subarea (n = 19)
TABLE 16. Descriptors for Corey Hill Subarea
Item (%) Frequency Mentioned
Well kept: only upper part of hill 37
Convenient: to transit (Boston) and shops 37
Quiet 32
"Residential"/country-like but near the city 47
Hill location/beautiful view 37
Transition between upper and lower sections 32
of hill:
-Higher sections on higher part of hill
-Dilapidation of housing on lower part
of hill
Middle class: not pretentious 21
Social diversity (ethnically and agewise) 21
Physical diversity (housing all different sizes 21
and types)
Many students: lower part of hill 21
Safe 21
Nice park, but has problems 3
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
Although Corey Hill was generally perceived by its residents to be
a single geographical area in terms of an area with which they were familiar,
in describing that area in Item 3, a picture of two somewhat distinct
sections -- both socially and physically -- begins to appear. Residents of
the streets surrounding the top of the hill (e.g., Jordon Road, Mason Terrace,
York Terrace) described that area as "country-like", "rural", "suburban",
and emphasized the point by discussing the trees, yards, beautiful views,
feelings of privacy and quiet. Moreover, they noted that the area was well
kept. Socially, it was described as "solidly middle class", "comfortable,
not pretentious". Yet, these residents on the top of the hill viewed the
residents and the environment further down Corey Hill and Summit Avenue
somewhat differently. They described these lower areas as less well-
maintained, less well-off socioeconomically, and more student-oriented. The
respondents from the lower section of the hill seemed to share this view
of the two sections to a large extent. These residents described their
section as "mixed" both socially -- a lot of students ("a feeling of
transience"), younger professionals and elderly persons -- and physically,
particularly regarding upkeep. In general, the lower section was described
as containing more apartments and multi-family housing units than are found
higher on the hill. One respondent called the lower section "a bargain
area: less fashionable than elsewhere". Others called it dilapidated, and
one respondent nicely described it as "a transition area, leading up to
private homes, trees, yards and air."
It is also of interest to note how few respondents mentioned the
large Corey Hill Park as one of the features of the area. Of those three
who did refer to it, several remarked that the park had some problems with
maintenance and needed more care.
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3. The Salisbury Subarea (n = 8)
TABLE 17. Descriptors for the Salisbury Subarea
Item
1. Large, older single- and two-family
homes
2. Upper middle class, professional
3. Comfortable and friendly, not pretentious
4. Ethnically diverse
5. "Urban" problems/high crime
6. "Residential"
7. Convenient to transit
(%) Frequency Mentioned
50
38
38
38
25
25
13
This area is viewed by its residents as upper middle class with large,
well-kept homes. This was seen in contrast to the area's immediate sur-
rounds: the apartments on Beacon Street and the lower income section of
Boston on which it borders. One is left with an impression of a besieged
area; an upper middle class enclave threatened by what residents describe as
"urban problems", read as "crime". It would seem that many of the residents
in this subarea face a conflict between rejecting suburban ideals -- this
was the only subarea where not one resident described it as "suburbs in the
city", and a few even related having moved to the area after fleeing the
suburbs -- and yet being disturbed by what they described as "city pro-
blems". As one respondent stated: "This is the most urban suburb I know
of."
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4. The Aspinwall Hill Subarea (n = 21)
TABLE 18. Descriptors for Aspinwall Hill Subarea
I tem
1. Physical diversity:
(a) of housing types
(b) of upkeep
(c) of use
2. Well maintained, in general
3. "Attractive" homes and settings
4. Privacy and quiet: "self-contained"
street plan to discourage traffic
5. Changing population composition -- more
young families, ethnic mix, students.
Fewer elderly
6. "Residential" but fairly dense, so
feels more "urban"
7. "Suburbia in the city"
8. Convenient: schools, shops, transit
9. Middle class/comfortable (unpretentious)
10. A "neighborhood": people are friendly
in the street, and stores emphasize
'personal relationships"
(%) Frequency Mentioned
The key word used in describing this subarea appears to be "mixed".
Physically, it was seen as having primarily one- and two-family homes, but
with a fair number of small apartment buildings as well. Building mainten-
ance was described as varying significantly with some blocks being very
well maintained (e.g., Somerset and Hancock Roads), and other very mixed
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in this regard (e.g., University, Winthrop and Rawson Roads). Although
the area was generally described as middle class, some sections -- notably
those which were described as most run-down -- were thought of as dominated
by students and other transients.
In the sections of single-family housing, the population was de-
scribed as being in a state of change, with more young families and families
of different ethnic backgrounds (particularly Chinese families) moving in.
These changes were viewed with mixed emotions, depending on the respondent's
age, length of residency in the area, etc.
Although this subarea contains many single-family homes, trees, yards
and other greenery, only one respondent compared it to "living in the
country". On the other hand, the area -- though viewed as "residential"
-- was also seen as having somewhat more "urban" qualities (e.g., "more
urban than suburban", "like New York without the problems", "an urban area",
"a good urban mix"). Perhaps the marked social and physical diversity of
this subarea contributes to this impression. But, interestingly, aside
from the maintenance issue which bothered some respondents, the "urbanity"
here was not given the negative implications it seemed to have in other
subareas.
Finally, although this area borders on the shopping area of Washington
Square, only two respondents referred specifically to the stores there and
to the small, friendly personal qualities of them.
5. The Griggs Park Subarea (n = 12)
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TABLE 19. Descriptors for Griggs Park Subare~
Item
Quiet/pretty
Safe
Convenient to transit and shops
"Urban" qualities
Well maintained
Physical diversity
Residential-commercial mix
"Nice" park
"Residential"
(%) Frequency Mentioned
More than half the respondents in this subarea described it as "quiet",
with almost all of these using this as their first description. In addition,
five respondents said the area was "safe" -- all of them were under 25 years
old. One-third characterized the area as "city-like" in some way: "a city
house: noise, an alley, multi-family units all mixed with single-family
homes and yards and a park", "city-like but not run down", "not very attrac-
tive; it doesn't look as suburban as other parts of Brookline". Only one
respondent described this subarea as "residential".
It is interesting that only two respondents included Griggs Park in
their descriptions, with another two alluding to it. This is in spite of
the fact that this large and lovely park is in the center of the Griggs
Park subarea.
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Wle,41c, Ttenm 3 most richly emphasi7P the unique and dominant charac-
teristics of each subarea as perceived by its residents, the types of descrip-
tors which seem to be applicable to the Middle Beacon Area as a whole should
be pointed out. For example, while only fifteen respondents out of sixty-
nine used social descriptions exclusively in their responses, nearly three-
quarters of the sample made some reference to the social composition of the
area. In the Upper Beacon sample, this was true for more than half of the
respondents as well. The most frequently-used reference in the Middle Bea-
con Area was its social heterogeneity in terms of socioeconomic class,
marital status, age and ethnicity. The overall socioeconomic status of the
area -- generally described as "middle class" or "upper middle class" --
was next often mentioned, as were prominent age groups such as the elderly
or students. The population shift most often cited was that of younger
families moving into the area as elderly couples were leaving.
The convenience of the area, in terms of both easy access to Boston
via public transit and to stores in Brookline, was mentioned by almost
one-third of the respondents. And yet, many respondents seemed to enjoy
this convenience in juxtaposition to the "residential" 1 7 or "suburban"
qualities which they saw the area possessing. Nearly half of all respon-
dents made some reference to these characteristics, yet most put these
within an urban context -- e.g., "country-like yet near the city"; "feels
small-town neighborly but with all the variety you need"; "it's country-
like but with good shopping close by". Some of this "suburban-ness" was
clearly based on physical factors such as trees, parks, lack of traffic,
few high-rise buildings; however, in the Coolidge Corner subarea, where
17. With probing, "residential" elicited definitions like "attractive,
quiet, with foliage and beautiful trees -- like living in the country".
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"small-town descriptions on more social elements, like knowing one's
neighbors or the shopkeepers. Most residents felt the suburban quality
was a positive characteristic of the area, but some disliked the image and
preferred to emphasize more "urban" ones. As one respondent described the
area: "It's close to the city but not in it. Yet, it's more urban than
suburban with apartment buildings laced with single-family Victorians.
There are no freshly-scrubbed lawns."
Some of the sharp contrasts in the area which allow it to have an
urban flavor while still retaining certain smaller-scale characteristics
(defined as suburban by some) are also reflected in those comments which
describe the physical variety or diversity of the area. Nearly one-third
of all respondents remarked about this quality, with several adding that
they felt this was somewhat unusual and unique to their area.
1 8 In addi-
tion, there were differing opinions as to whether this variety was an asset
or not. Some felt positively that this diversity made the area "cosmopolitan"
and "urban in a nice, diversified way" and was part of the character and
"charm" of the area. A few felt the mix -- particularly in housing conditions
where run-down structures stand side-by-side with immaculately-maintained
ones -- might affect property values. Most, however, noted the mix without
passing judgment, as if simply describing one more "fact" about the area.
Item 3 will probably prove to be most useful to planners and other
decision-makers in two ways: first, it will help them to understand the
distinctions between physical areas as seen by those persons living in
18. In fact, it might be somewhat unique: only 10 percent of respondents
in the Upper Beacon sample described that area in terms of its physi-
cal diversity.
124.
them, as well as those characti c whichb apply to the larger geographi-
cal area. In addition, it should allow planners to become aware of the
distinctions between their own images and descriptions of an area as opposed
to those of its residents. This, however, can only be accomplished if the
planner is willing to make explicit his or her own attitudes and opinions
prior to seeking those of residents. More will be said of this in the next
chapter, when we discuss the Brookline planners' own responses to the
questionnaire.
Item 4. Have you thought of moving from this area, for any reason, in
the past few years? (If "yes") Why do you wish to move?
Where would you move to?
A desire to move can sometimes be related to dissatisfaction with
one's current situation. It can, of course, also involve other personal
reasons as well. Nevertheless, if problems or dissatisfactions with an
area are causing residents to leave or to think about leaving, planners for
that area should become aware of what these problems are.
It, therefore, becomes important to know: (a) the proportion of
residents who have thought of moving; (b) the characteristics of this group
(i.e., their tenure status, age, length of residence, etc.); (c) their
reasons for wishing to move; and (d) where they think they might want to
move to. Let us examine the Brookline responses to these questions.
In the Middle Beacon Area, thirty-one of sixty-nine respondents, or
45 percent, said that they had thought of moving from the area. In the
Upper Beacon sample, 48 percent responded similarly. However, some subareas
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contained more respondents thinking of moving than others.
TABLE 20. Thoughts of Moving by Subarea
Subarea
Coolidge Corner (n = 9)
Corey Hill (n = 19)
Salisbury (n = 8)
Aspinwall Hill (n = 22)
Criggs Park (n = 11)
Upper Beacon: South (n = 10)
Upper Beacon: North (n = 11)
% of Respondents who said
they had thought of moving
from their area
66
32
50
50
36
40
54
Since renters are believed to be more transient than homeowners, one
might have expected this first group to have a greater representation among
those with thoughts of moving. However, little difference was actually
found between these two groups.
TABLE 21. Thoughts of Moving, by Tenure
% having thought of moving
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
Tenure
Renters
Owners
Moreover, because Brookline has a reputation for excellent schools,
one might have expected that families with children would be less eager to
move than were childless families. In fact, however, slightly more families
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with children under the age of 18 said they had thought of moving than had
families without: 50 percent versus 41 percent.
Finally, longer-term residents -- particularly those having lived in
their current dwelling unit over six years and under twenty -- more fre-
quently reported having thought of moving than had those living in their
homes either five years or under, or over twenty years.
TABLE 22. Reasons for Wanting to Move
Reason Stated (%) Frequency Mentioned 9
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
Desire to buy a house 13 20
or get a bigger house
Brookline taxes and/or 28 30
rents are too high
Area is unsafe 9 0
Area has deteriorated 22 20
Personal reasons: 28 30
- job-related
- climate
- divorce
- desire -to leave Boston, etc.
In both study areas, at least half of the reasons given for wishing to
move were directly related to conditions in these areas. While no major fac-
tor predominated, the high costs of taxes and rents -- most particularly the
former -- seemed to play a significant role in this regard. Another fifth
of the respondents from both areas said they wanted to move because their
19. This represents the proportion of only those respondents who said they
had thought of moving -- i.e., 31 in the Middle Beacon Area and 10 in
the Upper Beacon Area.
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areas had deteriorated either physically and/or socially (i.e., were not
as well kept-up, had a "different type of neighbor", etc.). Undoubtedly,
some of this reflects some of the population changes occurring in these
areas (e.g., the younger families who are seen moving into Aspinwall Hill)
which not all residents perceive in a positive way.
For whatever reasons, however, these changes were cited by a signifi-
cant proportion of those residents who have thought of moving. This data
is supported by both Foote et al. (1960) and Lansing and Morans (1969),
who found that the chief determinants of satisfaction/dissatisfaction with
one's area were its social characteristics and its level of maintenance.
While only three respondents said they wanted to move because the
area was unsafe, two of these were from the Salisbury subarea and, in fact,
these were the only two persons from that section who said they had thought
of moving. The concern over crime seems to be a major concern in this
subarea, as we will see from responses to subsequent items.
TABLE 23. Where Would You Move To?
Destinations (%) Response Frequencies
Middle Beacon Area
Would remain in Brookline 13
Would like to remain in Brookline 6
but it's too expensive to buy a
home there
Would leave Brookline, but remain 22
in the Boston area
Would leave Boston and/or leave 33
Massachusetts
Would leave America 6
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One should note that only 13 percent of respondents said they would
remain in Brookline, although another 6 percent wished they could afford to
remain.2 0 Of the fifth who said they would remain in the Boston area, only
two wished to move to urban situations (i.e., Boston or Cambridge); the
remainder said they would move to suburban areas like Newton, Weston, etc.
Most interesting, however, is the fact that one-third of the respondents
said they wanted to leave Boston and/or Massachusetts completely. This
response would seem to indicate less of a dissatisfaction with Brookline per
se than with the Boston or the New England region.
One must bear in mind when analyzing responses to this item that only
"thoughts" of moving are sought. Hence, at least some of those respondents
who reply positively might, in fact, never move. Indeed, some of these
wishes to move might be only pipedreams. Yet, the item is not intended
to predict the percentage of residents who actually plan to move; its purpose
is, rather, to begin to understand some of the dissatisfactions residents
have regarding their areas, and the extent to which residents are dis-
satisfied.
Item 5. If someone you liked were thinking of moving into this area
and you wanted to encourage them by showing them around, what
things would you show them, what would you point out?
Although responses to Item 3 frequently indicated those qualities of
20. Only six persons in the Upper Beacon sample were asked this question
and, of these, three said they would like to remain in Brookline but
doubted that they could afford it. As in the Middle Beacon Area, these
respondents tended to be younger couples in their twenties or early
thirties. The remaining three named outside of the Boston vicinity:
New Hampshire, Cape Cod, Beverly.
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an area which respondents clearly liked, the content involved overall
descriptions rather than specific qualities and features of the place. In
addition, some of the characteristics referred to in Item 3 were listed
either without any value reference, or were obviously disliked. The present
item, therefore, seeks to get at those elements of an area which are thought
to be its strong points -- the "good" aspects of an area which residents
themselves value positively and which they believe others would value this
way as well. Conversely, one might also begin to understand the weaker or
more negatively-valued features of the area by noting elements which one
might have expected would be mentioned but which are repeatedly omitted.
There should, of course, be some overlap in the responses to Items 3
and 5, since most people are likely to emphasize in a description those
things which they tend to like. One would, however, expect the responses
to Item 5 to be considerably more focused and specific, particularly in
terms of those tangible or more physical elements, since the question puts
respondents in the position of "showing" someone around. In fact, this is
exactly what was found in the Brookline data, as the following summary table
of responses to Item 5 for the Middle Beacon Area illustrates:
TABLE 24. Summary of Features to be Shown in the Middle Beacon
Area (n = 48)21
Items Respondent Would Show (%) Frequency Mentioned
1. Convenience (to transit and Boston, 56
to shops, to schools)
2. The parks 42
3. The good schools 31
21. This item was not included in the pilot survey. Hence, there are only
48 responses here which were obtained during the final stages.
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(TABLE 24, continued)
Items Respondent Would Show (%) Frequency Mentioned
4. "My neighbors"/the community 21
5. The good town services 19
6. Coolidge Corner stores 19
7. The cleanliness and good maintenance 15
of the area
8. The single-family housing 13
9. The suburban qualities 13
Clearly, the convenience of the area to Boston (via public transit),
to local shops and to schools was viewed by residents as an important asset.
Nearly one-third of all respondents had included this feature in their
earlier areal descriptions, and over half saw it as an attraction to the
area as well. Moreover, this seemed to be an important area-wide feature,
having received significantly frequent mention in all five subareas. The
convenience of an area might, in fact, be an important factor to a majority
of people in general: Zehner and Chapin (1974) found that convenience to
the larger metropolitan area as well as to local facilities played an-
important role in resident satisfaction within the community they were
studying. Moreover, in the Upper Beacon Area, 52 percent of the respondents
also cited the convenience of their area as a feature they would point out.
Interestingly, while the area's parks were cited by 42 percent of
respondents as positive features to show someone, only 11 percent included
mention of them in their descriptions of the area. In fact, many residents
living in subareas which included large and prominent parks (e.g., Corey
Hill, Griggs Park) failed to include them in their descriptions. Yet,
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although parks may not have been thought of when residents were contemplating
those more general descriptions, they seemed to feel that these facilities
would be positive attractions or "sales features" for the area. The only
subareas which failed to make any significant references to parks in Item 5
were those two which contained no parks in their immediate vicinity: i.e.,
the Coolidge Corner and Salisbury subareas. 2 2
Nearly one-third of the respondents said they would point out the
area's good schools; only 7 percent included these in their descriptions.
Whether or not a resident made reference to the schools in Item 5 seems,
however, to have been related to their age and lifecycle stage. The two
subareas which made no significant mention of the area's schools were
Coolidge Corner and Griggs Park; these subareas also contained the highest
proportions of young, single respondents for the Middle Beacon Area.
Finally, while the kinds of people living in an area played a most
significant role in describing it, this seemed to be less true in demon-
strating its assets. Perhaps at least part of the reason for this may be
that some residents either dislike some aspects of this feature or are not
certain how they or others feel about some of these population characteris-
tics, such as the described heterogeneity, the presence of students, or the
changing population mix. In addition, characteristics like "a middle class
professional area" might be difficult to "show". Nevertheless, over one-
22. This lack of parks did not seem to deter residents of the Upper Beacon
Area. The Dean Road Park and Playground which, technically, was not
within the boundaries of the study area, was the feature most frequently
cited by residents as one they would want to show: 56 percent named
this park in response to this question. The difference here might be in
the quality of the park itself. Dean Road Park is, for example, one of
only several of Brookline's parks to contain tennis courts. This fea-
ture was mentioned specifically by several residents in the Upper Beacon
Area. None of the parks in the Middle Beacon Area has tennis courts --
most are either best-suited to young children or the elderly.
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fifth of the respondents did say that they would tell people about the
positive social qualities of their areas: its "neighborliness" or community
spirit.
As in Item 3, since respondents were asked to focus on "their area",
subarea differences should briefly be noted.
1. Coolidge Corner Subarea
The only feature of this subarea which received any concurrence as
one which residents said they would show were the shops at Coolidge Corner.
Four of the five respondents here pointed these out. The variety and con-
venience of the stores were especially noted. One respondent explained,
half-heartedly, that she would show Coolidge Corner since the person "would
end up going there anyway."2 3
2. Corey Hill Subarea
One of the strong features of Corey Hill, as viewed by its residents,
appears to be its convenient location to transit, shopping and schools: 54
percent of respondents in this subarea referred to this. Interestingly,
however, although some of this convenience was in getting to the stores at
Coolidge Corner, only three respondents made separate mention of that
shopping area as a place to which they would bring someone.
Nearly half of the respondents said they would show Corey Hill Park
and the view from it, and over one-third mentioned the good quality of the
schools.
23. It should be noted that all five respondents were between the ages of
18-29, and all rented their units. It was found that younger and
shorter-term residents held a less negative view of Coolidge Corner
than did "older" ones (aged 30 and over) and those who had lived there
longer.
133.
In agreement with the responses to Item 3, nearly one-third of the
residents here noted that they would show a potential resident the physical
attractiveness of the area, but they clearly limited the streets they
would show to those on the upper part of the hill. As one resident remarked:
"On a quality basis, just Jordan Road and a few other streets are worthwhile
seeing."
However, among the strongest points for which to recommend the area
would seem to be its social qualities: nearly half of the respondents
mentioned these. In referring to its community spirit, the area was vari-
ously described as a place where "neighbors are nice" and "care about each
other", and take enough interest in what's going on to "make the park a
viable place". In addition, a few respondents said they would want to point
out the "urban mix" of the area which was "ethnically diverse" although
"middle class".
3. Salisbury Subarea
The schools -- most particularly the Driscoll School -- were the most
frequently-mentioned features to show in this subarea of large homes and
families; five of the six respondents referred to these. In addition, two-
thirds remarked on the convenience of the area. Primarily, however, they
specifically referred to the ease of accessibility to transit, to Boston,
and to the Driscoll School. Only two residents included convenience to
shops, although this subarea is within easy walking distance to the stores
at Washington Square. No residents made any mention of this shopping center
as a place they would want to show.
Half of these respondents felt that the mixture of both "suburban"
and "urban" characteristics in the area -- the best of both worlds -- should
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be noted. The "urbanity" included its proximity to Boston as well as the
population mix; the "suburban-ness" involved the privacy of single-family
homes and good schools.
4. Aspinwall Hill Subarea
Of the fourteen respondents from Aspinwall Hill, eleven, or 79 per-
cent, named some physical quality of the area as a feature they would want
to show someone interested in moving there. Included in this were refer-
ences to its feeling of "privacy" in connection with the predominance of
single- and two-family homes. Words like "pretty" and "charming" were
used to characterize the area, and four respondents said they would simply
take potential residents on a tour so that they could see for themselves
how "pretty, quiet and well kept it was," its general "residential lay-out
of pretty, tree-lined streets and people who cared about their properties".
In contrast to Corey Hill, only three of those mentioning physical features
delimited the scope of their tour to certain streets. Of those who did,
Gardner, Rawson and Somerset Roads were among those to be shown, while
University and Winthrop Roads were to be avoided.
Although the physical variety of this subarea played an important
descriptive role in Item 3, only one respondent referred to it here as a
quality worth showing-off. Hence, it is not clear how many of the residents
in this area feel about this characteristic which they evidently acknowledge.
Once again, the convenience of the area -- particularly to transit
and to Boston, its parks (Schick and Griggs Parks, specifically), and the
schools -- was also significantly mentioned. Nevertheless, although this
subarea is as conveniently located to Washington Square as is the Salisbury
subarea, respondents here also failed to mention this as a place to show-
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off. 24 Of the two residents who did make reference to this shopping area,
both specifically noted that they would only show those stores which they
felt were "nice" or where they knew the owners. The latter was intended
more to show the small-town quality of the place, rather than the stores
themselves.
5. Griggs Park Subarea
The primary feature to be pointed out in this subarea was Griggs Park:
eight of the nine respondents referred to it. This is in contrast to Item 3,
where very few "Griggs Park" respondents referred to this facility in
describing the area. For one respondent, this was the only feature he could
think of to recommend the area. For six others, however, the convenience of
the area to transit and shopping was also mentioned. Once again, no
reference was made to the nearby Washington Square, nor specifically to
Coolidge Corner, although this shopping center is also not far away.25
24. This lack of mention of Washington Square was repeated by respondents
in the Upper Beacon Area as well, although this area is also near the
Washington Square stores. Only one respondent in twenty-one mentioned
Washington Square; on the other hand, four referred to the Cleveland
Circle stores, and three to more local shops on Beacon Street which
are outside the Washington Square area.
It should be also noted that Coolidge Corner seems too far from this
area for mention: only one respondent referred to it. However, in
the Middle Beacon Area, nearly one-fifth of the respondents did so.
25. With one exception, the respondents in this subarea were either under
29 years old (n = 6) or over 65 (n = 2). Only one had any children
under 18 years old, and seven of the nine were renters, rather than
owners. As with the similar Coolidge Corner sample, the responses of
this group to Item 5 seem rather superficial. Does this perhaps reflect
either a lack of commitment in or knowledge of the area?
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It is evident that Item 5 encourages respondents to think of the good
(or positive) qualities and features of their areas less in an abstract
way than in terms of more specific, tangible kinds of characteristics. One
might argue, in fact, that this question prompts residents to think not so
much about what they themselves might utilize in an area than about what
they believe might attract prospective residents to it. A good example of
this might be residents' frequent mention of the area's convenience to
public transit facilities. One wonders whether these residents actually use
these facilities and with what frequency26; or do they simply like to know
the trolley is there and consider this an important "selling point" for the
area. A recent study by Milgram of New Yorkers' mental images of their city
found similar evidence of residents believing a feature to be important
although rarely taking advantage of it (Duncan, 1977). For instance, many
residents said they loved New York because of its "cultural richness". Yet,
Milgram found that these persons might not have taken advantage of these
cultural opportunities for many years. According to Milgram, studies have
explained this apparent paradox by finding that simply by having an awareness
of activity options -- whether these are utilized or not -- seems to make a
significant difference in how a person feels about a particular setting.
Yet, the positively valued aspects of an area must surely include
those "show off" features which residents believe will keep attracting
people to it. An area which residents view as offering few or no attrac-
tions or incentives for moving to it would logically seem to be an area with
a doubtful future -- i.e., an area where residents themselves have some
doubts about their own reasons for living there. As Zehner and Chapin (1974)
26. In Item 12, when residents were asked how they got to Coolidge
Corner, very few said they took public transit, for example.
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found in their study of a community which was in a state of racial transi-
tion, the reputation of an area and its ability to attract and sustain
"people like me" were two major correlates of resident satisfaction. Hence,
those features of an area which will allow it to attract people current
residents would "like" would seem to be important positive assets for it.
Planners should be alerted, therefore, to "troubled areas" where
residents can find few attractions, and should be prepared to maintain and
strengthen the existing perceived assets. In the Brookline study, for
example, the lower sections of Corey Hill would appear to need considerable
upgrading; similarly, the same can be said for the Coolidge Corner residen-
tial area where residents could find few things to recommend it aside from
the stores. As a further example, the planners might consider ways of
buffering the Salisbury subarea from the nearby Boston boundaries, while
improving Washington Square so as to strengthen the more positive "urban"
qualities of this subarea and lessen some of those which are viewed by
residents more negatively. In addition, every effort should be made to
maintain and, where necessary, upgrade and create additional parks, since
these appear to be significant assets for this area.
Item 6. Suppose you were taking a selectman around your area to show
him the things you didn't like about it. What would you show
him?
This Item was intended to disclose those features of an area which
(a) residents disliked, and (b) about which some direct action could be
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taken. 27 Respondents were asked, therefore, not what they generally dis-
liked, but rather things they disliked which they believed a selectman
could affect in some way. Item 4, which probed residents' desires to move
and the reasons for these, revealed some general complaints about the area
-- e.g., that the taxes and rents were too high, or that the area was
changing. Item 6, on the other hand, by asking respondents to take a kind
of mental tour of the area with their selectmen aims at the area's more
specific negatively-valued aspects. These were, in fact, the kinds of
responses given to Item 6 in the Brookline samples.
TABLE 25. Items Respondents Would Show Selectman in Middle Beacon
Area (n = 48)28
Items (%) Frequency Mentioned
1. Parking-related problems 29
2. Deterioration of commercial areas 29
3. Park-related problems 23
4. Poor delivery of services 21
5. Building code and zoning violations 19
6. Nonenforcement of leash laws 15
7. Traffic problems 13
8. Development problems 10
27. A pilot question which simply asked what residents liked least about
the area revealed many individual dislikes: "I wish it were more
'American'";"my neighbors"; "kids use my backyard as a path". While
these may be significant problems for some of these residents, they
present situations which often cannot be alleviated through direct
planning action. The intent of the study, however, was to help planners
make better planning decisions. Hence, this question was later changed
to the current Item.
28. This question was not included in the pilot interviews.
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(TABLE 25, continued)
Items (%) Frequency Mentioned
9. MBTA services 6
10. Crime 4
11. Personal dislikes 15
12. "Nothing" 2
It is evident that not only are the above responses specific, but
they are also very much amenable to action and improvement. The scatter
of concerns once again reflects the various subarea differences. For
example, complaints about the overnight parking ban and lack of sufficient
off-street parking space were most prevalent in subareas which contained
primarily renters and/or multi-family structures without off-street parking
facilities. In the Middle Beacon sample, these conditions were most pre-
dominant in the Coolidge Corner and Griggs Park subareas, and, in both
of these areas, parking was described as the major problem to show a select-
man. In the Upper Beacon sample, which contained a majority of renters,
parking was also described as the chief complaint.
Concern about the condition of the area's commercial centers was also
limited to several subareas. Interestingly, although (or perhaps because)
the Town of Brookline currently has a major effort underway to upgrade the
Coolidge Corner area, only three respondents out of forty-eight made any
reference to the conditions there. On the other hand, nearly four times
that number complained of the conditions in the Washington Square shopping
area. Of those complaining of the latter, however, almost all lived in
subareas which were immediately adjacent to Washington Square: Aspinwall
Hill, Salisbury, and Griggs Park. For respondents in these subareas,
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Washington Square was a major concern. The belief that this shopping area
was primarily a concern for those closest to it was supported by evidence
from the Upper Beacon sample. Although this area is nearby, not adjacent
to, Washington Square, this shopping center was not a big concern for the
Upper Beacon respondents.
The complaints about park facilities primarily centered on Corey Hill
Park, and were all from residents of the Corey Hill subarea, who registered
this as their chief problem. Concern centered here upon the maintenance
and policing of this facility, and came particularly from families with
children.
The inadequate delivery of town services -- particularly street
cleaning, snow removal and path maintenance -- was cited as a problem by
nearly one-quarter of the residents in both the Middle and Upper Beacon
samples. Those living in the latter area and north of Beacon Street, how-
ever, seemed most bothered by unswept, dirty streets.
Finally, earlier observations that responses from residents in the
Corey Hill subarea indicated a perceptual distinction between conditions
on the upper part of the hill and the lower would appear to be supported
by that subarea's responses to Item 6. Here, over one-third of the respon-
dents said they had complaints about poor property maintenance and possible
building and zoning code violations -- e.g., when a single-family house in
a single-family area has sections rented out. Most of the focus of this
concern was concentrated on Summit Avenue and the lower sections of Corey
Hill.
The tables below will very quickly illustrate the full extend of
these subarea differences. For a complete discussion of these, the reader
is referred to Appendix B.
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TABLE 26. Items to Show Selectman
in Coolidge Corner
Subarea (n = 5)
Item
1. Parking-related
problems
2. No open space or
street trees
3. Poor snow clear-
ance
4. MBTA needs more
cars
(%) Frequency
80
20
20
20
TABLE 28. Items to Show Selectman
in Salisbury Subarea
(n = 6)
Item (%)
1. Washington Square
2. Traffic and park-
ing problems
3. "Pit" near Star
Market
Frequency
67
50
33
TABLE 27.
Item
1
Items to Show Selectman
in Corey Hill Subarea
(n = 13)
(%)
1. Park mainten-
ance and policing
2. Building main-
tenance and code
violations
3. Unenforced leash
laws
4. Poor snow removal
5. New high-rise build-
ings
6. Mason path: not
well lit
7. Coolidge Corner
8. Washington Square
9. Driscoll School
0. "Pit" near Star
Market
TABLE 29.
Frequency
46
38
15
15
15
8
8
8
8
Items to Show Selectman
in Aspinwall Hill Sub-
area (n = 15)
I tem
1. Washington Square
2. Traffic problems
3. Overnight parking
ban
(%) Frequency
27
27
27
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(TABLE 28, continued)
Item (%) Frequency
4. Proximity to 33
Boston
5. Driscoll Play- 17
ground
6. Crime 17
7. Unenforced leash 17
laws
TABLE 30. Items to Show Selectman
in Griggs Park Subarea
(n = 9)
Item (%) Frequency
1. Parking problems 44
2. Washington Square 22
3. Unenforced leash 22
laws
4. Coolidge Corner 22
5. No traffic lights
on side streets 11
6. Sunday bus service 11
on Washington
Street
(TABLE 29, continued)
Item
4. Poor delivery of
services
5. Unenforced leash
laws
6. Taxes
7. Building code
violations
8. Lack of curbs
9. Nothing
TABLE 31.
(%) Frequency
27
13
13
13
13
13
Items to Show Selectman
South of Upper Beacon
Street (n = 10)
Item (%) Frequency
1. Parking problems 40
2. Trash on streets 20
3. Washington Square 10
4. Teenagers hanging- 10
out in Dean Park
5. Lack of street trees 10
6. "Pit" near Star 10
Market
7. Underpass to River- 10
side trolley
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TABLE 32. Items to Show Selectman
North of Upper Beacon
Street (n = 11)
Item (%) Frequency
1. Traffic problems 55
2. Parking problems 36
3. Poor services 36
4. Poor building main- 27
tenance
5. Proximity to Boston 9
6. "Pit" near Star 9
Market
It is true, of course, that responses to this item may, perhaps, be
influenced by residents' perceptions of what a selectman can do. For
example, only one respondent mentioned crime in the area as a problem, and
even she added that "there is not much a selectman could do about this."
Such limitations do not, however, affect the usefulness of the item for
planners and other decision-makers. Indeed, it might be argued that pro-
blems which are perceived of by residents as having the potential for change
but as being ignored by the Town may be more frustrating and bothersome than
are those believed to be simply a reflection of society's problems, or
something which residents know is recognized as a problem. So, for example,
one of- the reasons for the infrequency of Coolidge Corner mentioned as a
problem might be that residents know the Town is trying to do something
there to improve it. In this way, responses to Item 6 may, in fact, be even
more meaningful than would be a simple list of dislikes or complaints
given without the benefit of the more practical gestalt.
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Item 6 can also help the planner pinpoint the extent of a complaint.
For example, in working to improve the Washington Square shopping area, it
is useful for planners to recognize the groups of residents who are most
directly concerned with this area and with the outcome of future plans for
it. Such information could be significant in establishing goals for the
area, and in defining a focused population with whom to work in clarifying
problems and evaluating goals and design plans.
Item 7. Are there places in this area which you think of as particularly
unpleasant or ugly?
This item was intended simply as a means for learning of specific
visual problems -- "eyesores" -- which may not have emerged, for one reason
or another, in Item 6. "Ugly" is a strong word, connotating strong emotions;
it was anticipated, therefore, that residents would only respond with those
visual problems which were most offensive to them -- that is, those most
unattractive elements of the area which they particularly disliked.
Of greatest interest in the Brookline study was the fact that, in
the Middle Beacon Area, over one-third of the respondents could think of
nothing which they would go so far as to label "ugly". Similarly, in the
Upper Beacon sample, a smaller but still significant 24 percent felt the
same way.
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"Ugly" Places in the
Middle Beacon Area
(n = 68)
Place
None
Washington Square
University and
Winthrop Roads
Summit Avenue
"Pit" near Star
Market
Coolidge Corner
Boston (Brighton)
Corey Hill Park
New construction
(%) Frequency
34
19
13
12
12
10
7
6
6
TABLE 34. "Ugly" Places in the
Upper Beacon Area
(n = 21)
Place
"Pit" near Star
Market
None
Star Market
Cleveland Circle
Beacon Street
Boston (Brighton)
Washington Square
(%) Frequency
38
24
14
14
14
10
5
However, nearly one-fifth of the Middle Beacon Area respondents cited
Washington Square as ugly. These comments were from residents of the imme-
diately surrounding subareas: Aspinwall Hill, Salisbury and Griggs Park.
While over half of these respondents specifically named the new discount
store in Washington Square as the most outstanding "eyesore", other criti-
cisms included the lack of design control despite the sign ordinance, the
need for more trees and the inadequate parking facilities. In the Upper
Beacon subarea, while only one resident was concerned directly about the
appearance of the area generally defined as Washington Square, respondents
were critical of conditions of the commercial area closer to their location
on Beacon Street. In particular, they noted the large hole (known by many
as the "pit") adjacent to the Star Market which has been vacant for many
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years while development plans are formulated.2 9 This vacant land was
labelled "ugly" by several residents of the Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury
sections as well. In addition, a few Upper Beacon residents found the
Star Market itself to be ugly, particularly the parking lots and alleys
which surround it.
It is again interesting to compare the relative frequency of mention
of Washington Square in this negative light to the much less referred to
Coolidge Corner. Perhaps one indicator of why Coolidge Corner was not
mentioned more in this negative way was a comment by a Corey Hill resident
who said there was nothing ugly in her area now that Coolidge Corner was
being rehabed a bit.
Respondents from Corey Hill were, once again, particularly concerned
about the condition of properties on Summit Avenue ("Summit Avenue itself
is a disaster"), and about the condition at Corey Hill Park. If is unfor-
tunate that over one-fifth of these residents view as "ugly" a site which
should be one of the best visual assets of the area. In the Aspinwall
Hill subarea, University and Winthrop Roads were cited as two of its major
blighted sections. While several people, though, felt that some residents
on Winthrop were beginning to fix up a bit, University Road -- particularly
near Beacon Street -- was pictured as having "unsavory people", and "a lot
of students and landlords who don't care."
29. The Town is currently preparing to construct an apartment building
on this site. Earlier efforts to do so were met with great opposition
from surrounding communities. This study was done before plans for
the new construction were announced. It is not known by this author
what current community reactions are to these new plans. However,
one respondent who cited the "pit" as ugly added that it was still
better than a high-rise blocking her view. Others, nevertheless,
might by now prefer a building to the bleakness of this vacant lot.
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In addition, we see once more that, for residents generally north of
Beacon Street, proximity to Boston is viewed as somewhat of a problem.
Many of these respondents could find nothing ugly in their own areas; per-
haps this was seen as relative to the adjoining Boston communities.
The table on the following page summarizes the subarea differences.
For details, please refer to Appendix B.
While most of the complaints listed in Item 6 were of a functional
nature (e.g., concerns about parking, services, traffic, building and zoning
codes), those in Item 7 were more visual or aesthetic in character. There
were, of course, overlapping concerns such as the deterioration of Washington
Square, the vacant lot near Star Market, or Corey Hill Park. Both Items,
however, seem to be complementary, and functional concerns cannot be said
to be more or less serious than aesthetic ones. As Mintz (1956), in a
study of behavior in "beautiful" and "ugly" settings, has shown, people
tend to avoid and escape from settings which they perceive as "ugly". When,
for example, a shopping center is seen in this way, the consequences could
be economically disastrous.
In the Brookline study, it seems evident that respondents in general
did not casually apply the label of "ugly" to any small thing they disliked;
rather, they seemed to consider the word as an extreme and appeared to use
it cautiously. Hence, particular note should be made of those features
which were, in fact, said to be ugly.
Finally, if one considers the kinds of features which were said to
be "ugly" by Brookline residents, one discovers that most of these are the
result of some form of deterioration or lack of maintenance. With the
exception of several of the new apartment structures, the other "ugly"
places cited were those which had probably once been well-maintained and
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Summary of "Ugly" Places As Cited in Each of Seven Subareas
Places Cited
Nothing "ugly"
Washington
Square
Coolidge Corner
Summit Avenue
Corey Hill Park
Brighton/
Allston
"Pit" near Star
Market
Star Market
University/
Winthrop Roads
Cleveland Circle
Beacon Street
- New construc-
tion
- Boarding hou-
ses
- Trolley line
- General up-
keep
Center Street
apartments
My area in
general
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TABLE 35.
attractive and were now somehow decaying. Thus, the places seen as "ugly"
were largely those which indicated a kind of change for the worse.30 More-
over, the comments of several respondents illustrate that this perception
may have a significance which goes beyond the "ugly" feature itself and
permeates to the larger area. For example, an Aspinwall Hill resident who
cited University Road as ugly felt that this was "a symptom of what's hap-
pening in the area." In the same way, a resident who said that Coolidge
Corner was ugly added that this condition "signified the beginning of the
end" for Brookline as a nice place to live. It would appear that the "ugly"
parts of an area are perceived, at least by some, as indicators of its ill
health: of its having changed for the worse both socially and physically
and, therefore, casting doubts about its future. These indicators of change
will be explained further in the next two survey items.
Item 8. Has your area changed in any way over the past several years?
How has it changed? (PROBE: if feelings regarding change are
not obvious:) Do you think these changes have made the area
better or worse as a place to live?
Residents' feelings and attitudes regarding an area are based, in
part at least, on the directions in which they see it headed. These direc-
tions, in turn, are based on past events, and on the interpretations or
30. Perhaps in subareas like Coolidge Corner and Griggs Park, where few
residents found anything to cite as "ugly", at least part of the reason
for this may have been the length of time these respondents had lived
in the area. In both of these subareas, the median length of time
residents had lived in their current dwellings was only 1.5 years --
by far the lowest median of any of the subgroups. Perhaps these
residents had simply not been in the area long enough to see any
negative changes occurring.
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values given these by the individuals involved. If, for example, a resi-
dent feels that the changes occurring in his area have made it a worse
place to live, his attitudes about, and future plans for, that area will
be quite different from those of a resident who believes the area has
remained virtually unchanged, or from one who feels it has changed for the
better. In addition, responses to this Item and to Item 9 which follows
should allow planners to formulate a kind of temporal picture of a place:
(1) images of its past against which change has been measured; (2) an
accounting of the present and the significance of changes currently occur-
ring; and (3) a speculation of what these may produce in the future.
Since even the most stable areas are seldom static, it would not
be surprising for many residents to respond affirmatively when asked if
their area had changed. This was, in fact, true of the Brookline samples:
TABLE 36. Has Your Area Changed Over the Past Several Years?
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (n = 21)
Yes, my area has changed 68% 71%
No, my area has not changed 13% 5%
Don't know; have not lived 19% 24%
long enough in area to judge
Nevertheless, the consensus of value accrued to this change is both
significant and interesting:
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TABLE 37. These Changes Have Made the Area as a Place
to Live
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 47)31 (n = 15)31
Better 15% 13%
Worse 60% 74%
Both better.and worse 9% 13%
Can't tell from response 17% 0
It is clear that the majority of respondents in both study areas felt
that the changes occurring there had been negative in terms of their impact
on those areas as places to live. In general, long-term residents -- those
having lived in Brookline for eleven years or more -- tended to have a more
negative view of the perceived changes than did those having lived there for
less time: of all those who felt the changes had been for the worse, three-
quarters were long-term residents. This is not very surprising, however,
since many of the respondents living in Brookline for a shorter period said
they hadn't been there long enough to answer the question. However, of
those seven respondents who felt the changes had made the area a better
place to live, most had not lived there for very long, with five of the
seven having been in the area for less than five years. Only two of these
respondents were over the age of 65; three were between the ages of 30 and
39; one was 40-49 years old; and one was in the 18-29 year group. Some of
these were undoubtedly those "younger families with children" who are com-
prising part of the perceived change in the area.
31. Only includes those responding, "Yes, my area has changed."
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In terms of subareas, the following table presents the differences
between these for the Middle Beacon Area.
TABLE 38. Impact of
(n = 69)
Change by Subarea in Middle Beacon Area
Subarea Yes, my area
has changed
(n = 47)
Coolidge Corner
(n = 9)
Corey Hill
(n = 19)
Salisbury
(n = 8)
Aspinwall Hill
(n = 22)
Griggs Park
(n = 11)
6 (67%)
13 (68%)
8 (100%)
15 (68%)
5 (45%)
These changes
have made the
area BETTER
(%)
0
15
0
13
60
These changes
have made the
area WORSE
(%)
100
62
50
53
40
These changes
have made the
area both
BETTER and
WORSE (%)
0
15*
13*
7*
0
The two subareas which stand out as somewhat different than the
others are Coolidge Corner, where all of the respondents felt that changes
there had been negative, and Griggs Park, the only subarea where more
respondents saw change as having made the area better rather than worse
(although this response was given by only three respondents out of five
having noted any changes).
But in what ways had respondents perceived that their areas had
changed?
*The remaining percentages are those where values could not be placed
on the change expressed.
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TABLE 39. How Has the Area Changed?
Change Cited (%) Frequencies
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (n = 21)
Population changes 67 47
Area has generally 15 40
deteriorated
Area is less safe 20 13
Coolidge Corner 15 7
deterioration
Washington Square 13 13
deterioration
New development and 15 20
related issues
By far, the greatest changes cited in both areas concerned some
aspect of the populations there. In the Middle Beacon Area, the most fre-
quently mentioned population change was that younger families with children
were moving in as older residents left. This change, which was viewed pri-
marily but not exclusively as a positive one, was cited particularly in
the Corey Hill, Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury subareas.
The next most often mentioned population shift was an increase in
the number of students now living in the area. This was the major popula-
tion change cited by the Upper Beacon sample, and was also particularly
noted in the Aspinwall Hill and Corey Hill subareas. This change was viewed
by all as a negative one, and was blamed generally on high rents which would
appeal to groups of students but would discourage younger families. The
presence of students was associated with poorly-maintained properties,
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parking problems, vandalism and increased crime.
An increase in the "ethnic mix" of the area was also mentioned with
some frequency, particularly by residents on Corey Hill. Opinion over the
impact of this change was varied: of nine respondents to mention it, five
felt it was detrimental for the area ("makes the area less stable", "lowers
the quality"), three felt it was a good thing, and one was neutral about
it.
Related to these population shifts -- and most particularly to the
perceived increase in students and other transients -- is the perception
of general physical deterioration of the area. This is most particularly
noted in the Upper Beacon Area where student increases were notedly cited,
and on Aspinwall Hill.
New development was also generally viewed as a negative change. The
two areas in which concern was greatest centered around, first, the vacant
lot near Star Market which bothered those residents of the Upper Beacon Area
who recalled the building which had been on that site, and, next, the
Boston Housing Authority's elderly housing which was under construction at
the time of the interviews and which was a concern to almost half of the
Salisbury residents. Although this project is, technically, not in their
area and is not even in Brookline, residents feared it would create major
negative problems for the Salisbury community: e.g., increased crime as
criminals would be attracted to an area in which they could prey on the
elderly, a "change in the character of the area" since this would be the
first new high-rise building in the vicinity, and increased parking pro-
blems.32 Crime, in general, was a concern in the Salisbury subarea, with
32. Interestingly, these concerns were expressed even though this community
had convinced the developer to lower the building height to ten stories
and increase the parking capacity.
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almost half of the residents here saying that the area had become less
safe over the past several years. Much of this security problem was
attributed by residents to the area's proximity to Boston -- particularly
to the Fedelis Way housing project nearby. In short, many of the negative
pressures in the Salisbury subarea appear to derive more from Boston than
Brookline, as residents' responses to earlier items have also indicated.
The deterioration of the two shopping centers -- Coolidge Corner and
Washington Square -- while viewed as somewhat of a change, was not cited
as often as one might have expected, given earlier complaints. The deter-
ioration of Coolidge Corner was noted particularly by residents of the
subarea immediately adjacent to it -- even those who had not lived in the
area for a great length of time seemed to feel that the shopping area had
deteriorated over the past several years -- and by residents of Corey Hill.
Washington Square, while noted by those most immediately adjacent to it,
received less comment than one might have expected, given the frequency of
complaint about its appearance in earlier items. One might speculate that
perhaps this shopping center had not been, with the exception of Best & Co.,
which left several years ago, a very successful, thriving, attractive place
in the recent past, if ever. So that, while its "ugliness" may be noted,
this may represent very little change from any easily recalled previous
circumstance.
In sum, the kinds of people who live in one's area and the overall
maintenance and condition of it seem to be important indicators for both
describing an area to others (see Item 3) and for monitoring the health and
future of an area for oneself. That this conclusion can be generalized
beyond our Brookline sample is suggested by the Zehner and Chapin study (1974),
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which found that the most satisfied residents were those in neighborhoods
with "people who are like me", "well kept buildings" and "good reputa-
tions". 3 3 Yet, Item 8 goes beyond these generalities to inform the planner
of precisely which social factors and which elements of physical deteriora-
tion, social deterioration, etc., are significant to residents in which
specific localities. Yet, it also reminds the planner -- and the researcher
-- that one cannot draw sharp distinctions between the social and physical
elements of an area; that the vicissitudes of one realm usually directly
affect the other. This fact has been studied in more detail in other work
(e.g., Lee (1970), Sims (1973) and Royse (1968)), however, it seems to me
important to point this out again on a somewhat more pragmatic level.
Finally, do residents' perceptions of the impact of changes in their
areas have any relation to their own plans there?
TABLE 40. Plans to Move by Perceived Impacts of Change (Middle
Beacon Area)
Plans Doesn't know Feels area Feels area has changed for:
if area has has not Better Worse Both C.T.
changed or changed
not
R has thought 15% 13% 6% 52% 6% 6%
of moving from
area (n = 31)
R has not 22% 13% 13% 43% 8% 11%
thought of
moving from
area (n = 38)
( C.T. = can't tell value from response)
33. The latter seems based on the same factors as contribute to satisfac-
tion -- i.e., the degree to which the area is well maintained, the
friendliness of the neighborhood safety.
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Of those who felt the area had changed for the worse, 55 percent had
thought of moving, 45 percent had not. Or, put another way, of all those
respondents who had thought of moving from the area, over half felt the
area had changed for the worse, while only 6 percent perceived it as having
become better. On the other hand, of those who had not thought of moving,
about one-third saw the area as having gotten worse, with 13 percent (still
not a great deal but twice as many as the former group) saying it was better.
There would, therefore, appear to be some relationship between residents
views regarding the impact of change on an area and their plans to remain
in or leave it.
Item 9. What do you think will happen to this area in the next ten
years?
This Item is really a natural sequel to previous Item 8: has the
resident's area changed and how; has this change been completed or is it
still ongoing; what trends does the resident see for the future of the
area and how does he/she feel about these? Once again, a resident who feels
an area has changed for the worse but see signs of things improving in the
future views that area and his/her life in it somewhat differently than
does the resident who feels things will get progressively worse. So, in
analyzing this question, it is important to consider both what residents
believe will happen to the area in the next ten years and how this compares
to their current feelings about the area based on the past changes which
have occurred there.
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Predictions for Study Areas Over the Next Ten Years
Predictions
Sees area getting worse/
"going downhill"
Sees area staying about
the same
Sees area improving
Is not sure. Hopes it
won't get worse but fears
it will
Doesn't know
Sees change but does not
place a value on it
(%) Frequencies
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 69) (n = 21)
43 33
It is evident that in both study areas, the majority of residents
pessimistically perceive a downhill slide over the next ten years. In the
Upper Beacon Area, however, almost the same proportion view their area as
remaining unchanged over this time period. There are, of course, differ-
ences in predictions between each of the subareas:
TABLE 42. What Do You Think Will Happen in the Next Ten Years? By Subarea.
Sees Area:
Getting better
Staying the
same
(%) Frequencies: Subarea
Coolidge Corey Salis- Aspinwall Griggs South North
Corner Hill bury Hill Park Upper Upper
(n=9) (n=19) (n=8) (n=22) (n=ll) Beacon Beacon
(n=10) (n=ll)
0 0 25 23 18 33 0
1) 1- n 20 27 44 22
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TABLE 41.
(TABLE 42, continued)
(%) Frequencies: Subarea
Coolidge Corey Salis- Aspinwall Griggs South North
Corner Hill bury Hill Park Upper Upper
(n=9) (n=19) (n=8) (n=22) (n=ll) Beacon Beacon
Sees Area: (n=10) (n=ll)
Getting worse 66 37 63 45 18 22 56
Isn't sure, but 11 16 0 5 18 0 22
hopes it won't
get worse and
fears it will
Doesn't know 0 11 13 5 18 0 0
Residents of the Coolidge Corner, Salisbury, Aspinwall Hill and North
Upper Beacon subareas were most gloomy about future prospects for their
areas. These residents, with the exception of those from the Salisbury
section, predicted continuing population shifts in their areas, brought on
by and leading to negative physical changes as well. In general, the physi-
cal and social trends seemed to be viewed as somewhat interwoven once again,
with the pattern resembling the following:
(result in)
High housing costs - fewer families moving into the
area y more students who can share apartments
landlord abuse - physical deterioration eventual
purchase by speculative developers > more high-rise
buildings.
This combination of social and physical factors leading to a sense
of gloom about an area was also found to be the case in the Zehner and
Chapin study (1974). Respondents in an area, which was labelled by the
authors as a "white community in transition," were asked "what do you think
this area will be like in five years...?" The responses broke down as
follows: better (19 percent), same (44 percent), worse (37 percent). The
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major reasons given for believing the area would get worse were that (1)
the wrong type of people live here, and (2) homes are not kept up.
In the Salisbury and, to some extent, the North Upper Beacon subareas,
the proximity to Boston, with its social differences and perceived crime
implications, seemed to be a major cause of the general pessimism regarding
the future of these sections.
Clearly, opinions regarding the future of an area were strongly
related to the changes residents had perceived as occurring there over the
past several years and which they seemed to expect, by and large, would
continue. This is illustrated in the following table which correlates
residents' interpretations of current changes with their predictions for
the next decade.
TABLE 43. Perceived Impacts of Change by Future Predictions
(n = 90)
Change Has Made the Improve Decline Stay the Isn't Sure, But
Area a ... Place: Same Hopes Not Decline
Better 3 0 6 0
Worse 3 26 4 6
Both better and worse 2 0 3 0
Can't tell 1 4 1 0
No change seen 1 3 2 4
Doesn't know 2 4 7 0
Those who felt changes had made the area worse as a place to live
believed, generally, that it would continue to decline over the next decade.
*
Includes both Middle Beacon and Upper Beacon respondents.
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Residents who said changes had made the area better primarily felt it would
remain unchanged, although some did feel it would continue improving. In-
terestingly, of the few respondents who felt that current changes had had
both positive and negative impacts, none predicted an areal decline, but
felt things would either continue improving or remain the same. Apparently,
the perception of at least some positive change allowed these residents to
be hopeful about the future.
Why, in fact, were some subareas more hopeful or optimistic about
the future than others? There seem to be several possible explanations for
this. In the Corey Hill subarea, for example, while no resident saw this
section improving, at least the same proportion who saw it declining in
the future, saw it remaining the same. One of the primary reasons given
for why the area would remain unchanged was its community spirit -- that
people there would simply "not allow it" to become downgraded. This feeling
of community spirit was also seen as an important positive value of the
Corey Hill subarea in the responses to Item 5, one of the good things one
would show a potential resident. Once again, the Zehner and Chapin study
found that one reason their respondents felt the neighborhood would get
better in the future was that people in the community cared about it.
Another clue to the optimism in some areas, or at least the lack of
overwhelming pessimism, may involve the kinds of housing stock predominant
there, since sections containing more single-family housing appeared to
have more positive futures predicted than did those with a good many apart-
ments or other kinds of multiple-unit dwellings. So, for example, some
residents of Aspinwall Hill made a clear distinction between the future,
as they saw it, of the apartment sections of the hill (declining) and of
the single-family sections (remaining unchanged or improving). This may
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also explain' the relative optimism of residents living in the South Upper
Beacon subarea, which contains some small apartments but many single-family
homes, as compared to those north. Although both groups saw property
values as being very high in the future, residents south of Beacon felt
families and other well-to-do, stable persons would purchase homes there,
while respondents north of Beacon Street felt that the apartments and very
large homes capable of being divided into apartments would attract more
transient occupants. Part of the reason, again, could be the latter area's
location close to Boston; yet at least some part seems due to the fact that
dwelling types to the south tended to be smaller single-family, owner-
occupied, and, hence, better maintained than were those north of Beacon. As
Zehner and Chapin found, some evidence that homes in an area are being kept
up or currently fixed up will lead respondents to feel that an area has a
positive future.
Item 10. Has the Town of Brookline spent any money on improving and/or
changing this area in the past several years? Do you feel
this was an improvement?
From time to time, planners and other municipal officials initiate
actions to upgrade or improve an area. These actions, although perhaps
very necessary, are sometimes not obvious to the area's citizens -- e.g.,
when sewer improvements are made underneath the streets. At other times,
however, particularly when the goal is to improve the appearance of the
area or some aspect of it, the decision-maker would, of course, hope and
expect citizens to take notice. Moreover, they would hope the change would
be viewed as the improvement it was intended to be. The residents, for
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their part, might very well be concerned about their tax dollars and how
that money is being spent. They would, therefore, be eager for evidence
that it is being wisely used for the necessary maintenance and improvement
of their area. But, what evidence do they find? Do they notice improve-
ments and, if so, which ones? And, more significantly, do they feel these
actually have improved the area or are these official efforts simply viewed
as misdirected?
Item 10 is intended to provide the planner with citizen feedback
regarding efforts to improve an area. It focuses on the kinds of improve-
ments that have been made, as perceived by residents, and the valuations
that these are given.
TABLE 44. General Improvements Cited by Residents for Both Study Areas
(n = 82)
Improvements
1. Street and sidewalk improve-
ments
2. Elm tree replacement program
3. Park improvements
- Corey Hill Park (n = 4)
- Schick Park (n = 4)
- Dean Road Playground (n = 1)
- Griggs Park (n = 3)
4. No, no money was spent
5. Housing Code Enforcement and
Home Improvement Loan Programs
6. MBTA waiting areas
7. Traffic improvements
(%) Frequency of Mention
33
30
15
13
10
10
9
Eight respondents were not asked this question.
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(TABLE 44, continued)
Improvements (%) Frequency of Mention
8. Utilities upgraded 7
9. Coolidge Corner improvements 2
10. New high-rise buildings 1
11. Don't know; haven't lived in 13
area long enough
Specific categories of improvements were actually confined to indivi-
dual subareas; the above table is intended to give the reader an idea of
the kinds of improvements mentioned and their relative frequencies. For
subarea details, the reader is referred to Appendix B. Of particular note
is the fact that almost all respondents could think of some improvements
having been made to the area: only 13 percent responded negatively to this
item. Not surprisingly, the most frequently mentioned items tended to be
the most obvious: digging up streets and sidewalks and replacing them;
cutting down large trees and planting much smaller ones. The two surprises,
perhaps, were the infrequent mention of (1) the Housing Code Enforcement and
the Home Improvement Loan Programs (confined to a few mentions from the
Corey Hill, Salisbury, and Aspinwall Hill subareas), and (2) the Coolidge
Corner Improvement Program. In the case of the latter, only one reference
to it was made by a Coolidge Corner resident and one by a resident of Corey
Hill. Nevertheless, the changes were fairly recent and other respondents
might not have 'noticed them yet, although this seems hard to believe,
given the frequency with which respondents reported shopping in this
center (see Item 12).
In spite of the fact that almost all of the respondents could name at
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least one effort by the Town at improving the area, these were not viewed as
unquestionably beneficial by all residents. In fact, 39 percent of those
who were asked this question named at least one "improvement" about which
they were, at best, skeptical and, at worst, downright derisive. Since we
all know how impossible it is to "please all the people all the time", this
is perhaps not too surprising. However, it would still be useful to know
what these misgivings and criticisms were.
The most frequently mentioned improvements -- those made to streets
and sidewalks -- also received the most frequent criticism. Nearly one-
third of all those who cited these improvements had something negative to
say about them. Complaints regarding poor maintenance of the new grass
strips on the sidewalks were frequent, as were those concerning the lack of
curbs for protecting these. Residents complained that run-off and erosion
caused by people parking on the grassed areas without curbs to discourage
them were causing an improvement to become an unsightly mess. In areas
which had received the improvement of sidewalks where none had previously
been, residents complained that this had "citified" their streets. It
seems clear that not all residents want their areas to be "upgraded" as a
planner might perceive of a given change: in the South Upper Beacon sub-
area, for example, one resident said that the Town's effort to upgrade the
streets and sidewalks there by widening them and providing additional land-
scaping had resulted in the formation of a neighborhood association whose
goal was to keep the streets as they were.
One-fifth of those respondents noting the Town's program to replace
dead and diseased elm trees with new specimens complained about the quality
-- particularly the size -- of the newly-planted trees. In addition, some
respondents expressed doubt that the removed trees had really been diseased.
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A few complaints were also made about the kinds of new trees which were
planted: for example, on a street where elms had been replaced by ginko
trees, a resident complained that the new trees were not only ugly, but
would fail to provide the necessary shade which the elms had so adequately
done. In this case, it appears that the Town might have had, at least, a
better education program to explain -- perhaps by means of door-to-door
flyers -- the need for replacing the elms, the rationales behind the selec-
tion of new trees and the characteristics of the new trees (including the
speed with which they will grow).
Another group of respondents, particularly from the Salisbury, Griggs
Park, and Aspinwall Hill subareas, were very critical of the traffic
improvement/landscaping program carried out in Washington Square several
years ago. Under this program -- referred to as TOPICS -- the traffic
patterns at Washington and Beacon Streets were changed to promote smoother
traffic flow. In addition, some landscaping was added. Residents complained
that the traffic changes had actually made the situation worse -- creating
"bottlenecks", as some residents stated. The landscaping was viewed, at
best, as "scanty", an improvement which added little to the ambience of
that unattractive corner.
Park improvements also came under criticism: more significantly, in
the Corey Hill subarea, none of the residents who cited the Town's efforts
at improving the park there felt it had succeeded. In some cases, it was
felt that the changes had actually been detrimental. In addition, a few
residents complained, as well, of changes made to Schick Park and to the
Dean Road Playground.
The two residents who did refer to the new street improvements at
Coolidge Corner were skeptical over whether this would be much of an improve-
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ment in that area: one felt that this was not the wisest expenditure for
that shopping center; the other said he would reserve comment until he saw
how the new design was working.
Finally, a few individual complaints included opinions that: (1) the
Washington Square Code Enforcement Program had been mismanaged; and that,
(2) the new high-rise buildings were not an asset to the area.
It is interesting that, in Item 8, when respondents were asked what
changes had occurred in their areas over the last few years, almost no one
thought of any of the positive changes/improvements initiated by the Town.
Most residents rather thought of the more unplanned changes: population
shifts, physical decay, safety. Most had to be asked specifically about
the Town's contributions to areal improvement before referring to any of
these. It is difficult to know whether this is because people take such
Town action for granted, or because of some other reason.
Item 11. Let's suppose that, at the next Town meeting, you were asked
to suggest how the Town might most wisely spend its money in
this area during the next year. What recommendations would
you make?
This Item was not so much intended to yield a direct action guide for
planners than to be a way for residents to "operationalize" their complaints.
That is, while in earlier Items, residents were able to state those features
of their areas which they felt were problems, Item 11 asks that they begin
to establish a kind of action hierarchy: those problems which, in the resi-
dent's opinion, need immediate action and which would justify a current
capital expenditure. It should be noted that the resident, in responding
to this Item, can choose simply to keep spending money as it had been spent
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in the past -- i.e., he/she can decide not to put money into any few
features even if to alleviate a problem. Hence, by choosing to "wisely"
allocate money to a given problem, the respondent indicates the belief that
(a) this is a significant enough problem to merit the expenditure, (b) the
"solution" to the problem can be arrived at through some capital expendi-
ture, and (c) an alleviation of the problem is within a cost limit the Town
or City can afford. None of this may, in reality, be true; however, responses
to Item 11 will present the planner with an image of what citizens believe
ought to be done in their areas in terms of the most urgent problems there.
Once again, detailed responses for the Brookline subareas are given
in the Appendix. These are significant since each varies according to the
kinds of actions respondents felt were deserving of monetary expenditures.
The table below serves to illustrate the general categories of problems
which residents from both study areas felt money needed to be allocated
for.
TABLE 45. Recommendations for How the Town Should Spend Its Money Over the
Next Year (n = 87)*
Items on Which Money Should Be Spent Frequency
1. Service improvements 20 23
- increased street maintenance
- better path maintenance
- better snow plowing
2. Parks 18 21
- renovations - especially Corey Hill
- creation of new parks
3. Traffic improvements 14 16
4. Crime reduction 11 13
- more police patrols
- better lighting - especially paths
Three respondents were not asked this question
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(TABLE 45, continued)
Items on Which Money Should Be Spent Frequency
5. Washington Square improvements 10
6. Better building and zoning codes 10
enforcement
7. Schools and education 10
- improved facilities (especially Driscoll)
- less liberal programs
8. More trees planted/more street 9
landscaping
9. Expanded day-care and recreational 8
facilities
10. Development of "pit" near Star Market 7
11. Alleviation of parking problems 7
12. MBTA service improvements 6
13. Improve Coolidge Corner 4
%1
11
It appears from the above table that recommendations were somewhat
scattered -- there were no overwhelming "causes" to which the great majority
of respondents felt money should be committed. Even if one looks at responses
within each subarea (see Appendix), though these were slightly more cohesive
around some individual issues, residents' ideas about how money should be
spent seemed to vary to a considerable degree. One explanation for this
might be the varying images that respondents have concerning the problems
which money can or cannot solve. For example, some respondents expressed
the view that while crime was a problem, more money could not alleviate it;
the change would have to be in society itself. Other respondents, however,
felt that there were some actions that could be taken to reduce the incidence
of crime, such as more police patrols and better street and path lighting.
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A similar difference of opinion emerged around the issue of parking. It
is not known how much response variance can be accounted for in this way.
It is, nevertheless, interesting to compare the items which respon-
dents have chosen to spend money on with those they had said they disliked
and would show a selectman in Item 6. Each of the first seven items slated
for capital expenditure are found on the list of items to be shown a select-
man. Hence, it would appear that residents were, in Item 11, allocating
money for some of the issues they felt were the greatest problems in their
areas, and about which they felt action can and should be taken. One out-
standing exception should be noted: parking-related problems, particularly
those involving Brookline's overnight street parking ban, although first on
the list of problems to show a selectman, appeared eleventh in terms of
monetary allocations. Yet, a possible explanation for this might be one
stated earlier: that not all residents view this as a problem money can
solve. Most likely, the solution would seem simply to be a policy matter.
Once again, as in the list of problems to be shown a selectman, many
more residents -- and especially those in the immediately adjacent areas --
chose to allocate money for the improvement of Washington Square than for
Coolidge Corner. One can speculate that people might feel that money has
already been given to the latter, while the former still needs help.
In Item 6, residents of the Salisbury and Corey Hill sections said
they would show a selectman the Driscoll School; however, they particularly
made reference to the inadequacy of the playground facilities there. In
terms of resource allocation, however, the residents of these areas spoke of
the entire school needing renovation. Many of these respondents were aware
of renovations that had occurred to other schools in Brookline and felt it
was now time for "their school".
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Finally, we should note that several of the items which residents
believed should be funded and improved were also found to be important to
them in terms of those assets of the area which they would show a potential
resident (Item 5). In particular, the parks, schools, and services in the
area were viewed by residents as significant among its assets. It is not
surprising, therefore, that residents wish to build upon these and improve
them where they feel they are weakest.
Item 12. (a) Where do you usually go to shop for things other than food?
(b) Do you ever shop in Coolidge Corner? For what? How do you
get there? (c) How do you feel about Coolidge Corner as a place
to shop? Has the area changed in the past several years?
This was the first of two community-specific items utilized in the
Brookline study. As such, these items are not intended for general use by
any agency or planning group as are Items 1-11; they serve, rather, to
illustrate the kinds of additional areas of interest one might explore by
means of this instrument.
Coolidge Corner is the major shopping area for Brookline and has con-
sisted primarily of small specialized stores. Over the past several years,
however, some changes have occurred there both in terms of the kinds of
stores coming in, the kinds of stores which are leaving and the quality of
the environment. For the past five or so years, several of the more expen-
sive and more specialized shops have left Coolidge Corner. These include
both women's and men's clothing stores, a children's clothing store and a
specialty food shop. These stores have been replaced, for example, by
several large discount drug stores, a MacDonald's, a books-and-records shop,
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a health foods store, and several clothing stores catering to younger
consumers. In addition, crimes such as purse-snatchings and robberies have
increased, and shops seem to have a fairly rapid turnover.
The Town of Brookline has become increasingly concerned with the
condition of Coolidge Corner and has, in the past year or so, begun to take
steps aimed at improving the negative image of that area. It has, for ex-
ample, been carrying on a program to improve the visual and functional
qualities of the streets by means of tree plantings, sign controls, benches
and street widenings at the curbs (i.e., "neckdowns"). In addition, an
independent, non-profit group -- the Coolidge Corner Community Corporation
(the C.C.C.C.) -- has been formed to study both business and physical develop-
ment alternatives for improving the economic health of this shopping area.
Yet, in spite of all of this ongoing activity and despite the fact
that the C.C.C.C. was about to conduct their own user survey of this area,
the planners for Brookline identified Coolidge Corner as an issue about
which they wished to learn residents' attitudes, so as to help direct future
planning decisions. This researcher was interested in including this item
in the instrument for an additional reason: it offered an opportunity to
validate the findings of at least one of the instrument's items with those
of another directly applicable study (the C.C.C.C. survey). 3 4
34. Unfortunately, due to differences in surveying and sampling techniques,
the two studies were not ideally suited for direct comparison after
all. While the present study was carried out door-to-door by adult
interviewers, the C.C.C.C. survey was conducted on the streets at
Coolidge Corner and the interviewers were high school students. More-
over, the C.C.C.C. interviewing was close-ended and was carried out in
early January, during an extremely cold winter. Hence, the C.C.C.C. study
sampled a higher proportion of younger people, those who rented rather
than owned their own homes, those living outside of Brookline, and those
working in the area. The present study, on the other hand, sampled resi-
dents who rarely or never go to Coolidge Corner to shop. Nevertheless,
some responses can still be campared; although some differences may be
expected due to the different methods used.
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Since the details of the responses to Item 12 are of less general
interest, they have been discussed in the Appendix. A very brief presenta-
tion of these findings will serve to illustrate the kinds of responses which
this Item elicited.
Coolidge Corner did not, at least for the survey respondents, serve
as the primary location for buying either food or other items. Only three
respondents referred to it for food shopping -- and these were from the
immediately surrounding areas -- and only about 21 percent named Coolidge
Corner as the place they go to shop for other-than-food items. Suburban
shopping malls and the stores in downtown Boston were cited with much greater
frequency as primary shopping locations. However, when asked specifically
if they ever shopped at Coolidge Corner, almost all respondents (90 percent)
said that they did.
Whether one uses Coolidge Corner as a routine shopping center, util-
izing stores there on a fairly regular basis, or as an occasional place to
buy things seems to depend on one's proximity to it. In our samples, the
most frequent visitors to Coolidge Corner were residents of the Coolidge Cor-
ner and Corey Hill subareas. Those living farther away seem to go there with
decreasing frequency, so that respondents from the Upper Beacon Area which,
in our sample, was farthest from Coolidge Corner although only about one
mile away, reported using Coolidge Corner much less frequently than even
their neighboring subareas of Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury.
Not surprisingly, how one got to Coolidge Corner also depended on
one's distance from it, as the following table illustrates:
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How Do You Usually Get to Coolidge Corner?
Mode (%) Frequencies
Middle Beacon Area Upper Beacon Area
(n = 52) (n = 17)
Car 48 65
Walk 29 0
Either car or walk 17 6
MBTA trolley 4 24
Other (e.g., bikes) 2 6
It is interesting how few persons used the MBTA trolley, particularly
from the Middle Beacon Area. For residents in this area it would appear
that while the distance for some might have been too far to walk, it was
either not far enough or convenient enough to warrant using public transit.
This minimal use of the MBTA is of particular interest if one recalls the
importance of "convenience to transit" in the responses to Item 5. It would
appear that the significance of this asset lies primarily in the linkage it
provides to Boston rather than the areas within Brookline itself.
Although most respondents did not spontaneously identify Coolidge
Corner as the place where they shopped for clothing, over 50 percent said
that when they went to Coolidge Corner, they sometimes bought clothing there.
In addition, over one-third said they bought food items at Coolidge Corner,
although this was not a major food shopping center for them. In fact, most
of the foods purchased here were "specialty" items: e.g., bagels, cheese,
wine. It would appear, however, that the major shopping focus of Coolidge
Corner is presently on smaller items, such as those one might call "sun-
dries", and might purchase from Woolworths, the discount drug stores, and
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TABLE 46.
so on. Over half of all respondents (55 percent) said that these smaller
purchases were the kinds they generally made at this shopping center. Ser-
vices such as the dentist, library, post office, printers, the bank also
played a significant role as reasons for coming to Coolidge Corner. In
short, judging from the kinds of items mentioned, this would appear to be an
"odds and ends" shopping facility -- a place where one goes to pick up a few
items, not where one generally goes to spend a great deal of money on major
purchases.
Finally, most residents (52 percent) expressed only negative opinions
of Coolidge Corner as a place to shop. Only about one-quarter of the re-
spondents had positive things to say about it; another quarter were mixed
in their views. On the negative side, more than half of the respondents
felt Coolidge Corner had changed for the worse, in the kinds of stores that
had left (identified as "classy", "select", "smart", "pleasant to shop at")
and the stores that had replaced them ("cheaper", "way-out"). Along with
this change in stores, respondents saw a change in the kinds of people now
shopping at Coolidge Corner, particularly more students and other young
people -- generally less affluent consumers. Respondents also complained of
youths hanging around the area at night, of noise, gangs and increasing
crime. One respondent nicely summed up the change he perceived by saying
that Coolidge Corner had "lost its dignity".
Over one-third of respondents also complained about the lack of vari-
ety, choice, or quality in the kinds of products offered. Related to this,
other residents felt that many of the stores were too expensive.
On the positive side, however, a few respondents (roughly less than
one-fifth) felt that Coolidge Corner was improving -- that the Town was
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making an effort to upgrade it. In addition, about 13 percent said the
area was good because it was convenient.
The C.C.C.C. survey findings appear to confirm these likes and dis-
likes. Here, the most frequently stated reason for liking Coolidge Corner
was its convenience and/or accessibility -- that everything was "handy"
and easy to get to, or that it was close to work or home. The most disliked
factor was the area's lack of variety, with the "ugly", "declining" atmo-
sphere mentioned next after variety. In addition, the C.C.C.C. survey found
that, as in the present study, residents most frequently shopped at Coolidge
Corner for small items and personal services. 3 5
Item 13. (HAND R AN ISSUE LIST) (a) You've already told me how you feel
about many things in your area. There are a few others I'd like
to know about. For the items on this list, please place a check
next to each, depending on whether you feel this is A PROBLEM or
NOT A PROBLEM in your area. (WHEN R HAS COMPLETED LIST:) (b)
Looking back at those items which you said were "Problems", which
would you be willing to pay higher taxes in order to have them
improved? (c) Now look at those items you said were "Not a
Problem". Are there any services among them which you think
could be cut somewhat in order to maintain or lower the current
tax rate?
35. The two studies disagreed, however, on several points. For example,
the C.C.C.C. survey found that 58 percent of their respondents were
"satisfied" with Coolidge Corner, a greater proportion than appeared to
be satisfied in the present study. Yet, one must remember that the for-
mer survey sampled only those people who had already come to Coolidge
Corner for one reason or another, and had come under adverse weather
conditions. One might consider these respondents "committed Coolidge
Corner users". This belief is confirmed by the frequency with which
respondents to the C.C.C.C. survey said they came to this shopping area:
over half said they visited Coolidge Corner either daily or at least
several times a week. Many must live nearby because 47 percent reported
having walked there.
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This, the second of the community-specific questions, was designed to
accomplish several different purposes. First, the Issue List was intended
to measure residents' views spanning a variety of concerns. Some of these
might have been mentioned earlier in response to previous items, but some
may not. Since many of these issues had, in an earlier series of interviews
with Brookline's planners, been identified as those on which they wanted
residents' views, the check list insured a response to each whether it had
been discussed earlier in the interview or not.
In the planners' interviews, a related concern which was frequently
mentioned centered around the trade-off between taxes and services. Many
of the planners felt that residents were often unrealistic, demanding a
continually high level of service delivery without wanting to pay for it
through increasing taxes. The planners wished to know (a) if residents did,
in fact, recognize this trade-off, and (b) if so, what they would be willing
to trade in order to maintain a workable and realistic service-tax balance.
(a) The Issue List (n = 81)
TABLE 47. Summary of Item 13 Responses
Item (%) Frequency of Issue Identified As:
A Problem Somewhat of Not a Problem Don't Know
Problem
Traffic/noise 37 5 58 0
Parking 60 1 36 2
Building maintenance 31 7 62 0
Garbage pick-up 12 1 87 0
Newspaper pick-up 6 0 87 7
Teenagers hanging out 23 4 73 0
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(TABLE 47, continued)
Item
Snow removal: streets
Snow removal: sidewalks
Recreational programs:
youths
Recreational programs:
adults
Park maintenance
Street/path maintenance
Street lighting
Safety/security: street
Security: home
Quality of public
education
(%) Frequency of Issue Identified As:
A Problem Somewhat of Not a Problem Don't Know
Problem
26 3 62 9
49 1 40 10
9 1 64 26
Clearly, the three major problems identified by the total sample
were: parking, snow removal on the sidewalks and security in the home. In
addition, about one-third of the sample or more found problems with traffic
and/or noise, building maintenance, and safety/security on the streets.
These total figures are, however, masking some important subarea
differences. For example, in the Coolidge Corner subarea, all of the
respondents said that parking was a problem. Nearly half felt there were
also problems with building maintenance and teenagers hanging out. The major
problems in all the subareas were as follows:
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Subarea
1. Coolidge Corner
2. Corey Hill
3. Salisbury
4. Aspinwall Hill
5. Griggs Park
6. Upper Beacon: South
7. Upper Beacon: North
Major Problems Identified
Parking; building maintenance; teenagers hanging
out.
Security in the home; parking; snow removal on
the sidewalks; park maintenance; safety/security
on the streets; teenagers hanging out.
Security in the home; traffic/noise.
Parking; building maintenance; sidewalk snow
removal; traffic/noise.
Parking; teenagers hanging out.
Traffic/noise; snow removal on sidewalks; parking;
building maintenance.
Safety and security in the home and on the streets;
traffic/noise; building maintenance; snow removal
on the sidewalks and on the streets; parking.
The reader will recall that many of these issues had been identified
by subarea residents in earlier responses and no major new issues are raised
here. However, the checklist allows one to focus on the relative magnitude
of some of these issues a bit more easily, particularly in terms of the
different subareas.
(b) and (c) Service-Tax Trade-offs
The first of the two questions in this section asked respondents if
they would willingly pay higher taxes to improve those items they had checked
as "Problems". The responses received were clearly negative:
No = 60%
Yes = 33%
(No Problems Checked = 7%)
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Most respondents seemed to feel that they were already paying extremely
high taxes and, if only the Town government were more efficient, the identi-
fied problems could be improved under the existing tax rate. The key here
was the belief that the Town was somehow squandering money and numerous
respondents stated pet examples of this:
"They send four cops when one will do."
"The Town digs up the street one year and then does it again the
next year."
"Fifteen people are sent to rake leaves but only three do the work."
"The Civil Service salary range in Brookline is the real issue."
On the other hand, recognizing that the high tax rate might be a prob-
lem for many residents, respondents were asked if there weren't some services
they might be willing to cut back on in order to maintain or lower the cur-
rent tax rate. Once again, however, reactions were clearly negative to this
idea:
No = 60%
Yes = 32%
Don't Know = 8%
Almost all those saying "no" explained this apparent contradiction
by noting that the excellent services in Brookline were what made living
there worthwhile.3 6 Several even added that this was one of the reasons that
they had moved to Brookline in the first place, and one enthusiastic respon-
dent went so far as to state she would be willing to pay even more to keep
the various Town programs up to their current standard!
36. This may not be an insignificant fact: as Keller (1968) points out,
both the "level of comfort" and reputation of an area are determined by
the quality of its services.
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Only one subarea seemed to contradict the general areal attitude.
Two-thirds of the residents from the Salisbury section said they would be
willing to pay more for a reduction in problems. It is difficult to explain
this difference. It should be noted, however, that security in the home was
a major problem identified by Salisbury respondents, with 89 percent -- the
highest of any subgroup -- checking off this problem. It may be that this
problem is so disturbing to these residents that they would agree to pay more
to alleviate it. On the other hand, 65 percent of Corey Hill respondents
also said security in the home was a problem for them, yet 83 percent said
they would not want to pay more taxes for any problem improvements. Perhaps
the Salisbury residents -- who live primarily in larger single-family homes
-- can somewhat better afford a tax increase. I emphasize, however, that
this is speculative.
It does seem though, that the planners were correct: most residents
do not appear willing to make the apparently logical trade-off between taxes
and services. This observation is supported by a correlation of responses
to questions (b) and (c). One finds that two thirds of the respondents who
said they were unwilling to see an increase in taxes in order to improve
problems in the area, were also not willing to have any services cut in order
to reduce the current tax rate. Only 29% of those not wanting a tax increase
said they would accept a reduction in some services to achieve a lower tax
rate. The issue seems to be a complex one. These residents dislike, and
claim they feel burdened by, the Town's high tax rate. On the other hand,
they enjoy and appreciate the services these taxes provide, and not a few
would probably leave Brookline if services were noticeably reduced. Yet,
most residents are not, it would seem, willing to pay any more to make the
Town better by alleviating some of its problems. Instead, they blame the
182.
Town for failing to improve things with the money it already has. Some of
this might, in fact, be true -- some of the Town's problems might be re-
duced without large monetary expenditures. For example, establishing alter-
native parking regulations such as resident sticker programs would probably
not cost as much as providing additional off-street parking facilities. Yet,
whether true or not, it is essential for the Town not only to recognize these
apparently contradictory resident views, but to begin trying to deal with
improving its own image, perhaps in terms of educating residents about how
tax money is spent and so on.
This concludes the presentation of responses to the thirteen Items of
the survey instrument. The next logical question is: is the Instrument
really useful? There are several ways to respond to this question, and
these will be dealt with in the next chapter.
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IS THE INSTRUMENT USEFUL?
It seems obvious from the preceding chapter that the instrument being
tested elicits a considerable amount of information about residents' percep-
tions and attitudes regarding the areas in which they live. Yet, we should
now ask whether or not the gathering of such information serves any useful
purpose. This question can be addressed in several different ways,
according to the criteria established at the beginning of the study.
The first measure of the instrument's utility centers around the
issue of whether it tells planners anything they don't already know. If
one uses the instrument, can one expect to benefit by learning of views
and attitudes not already available by other means?
The second measure concerns the instrument's consistency: does it
distinguish between subareas in reliable ways, revealing both attitudes
which are held in common across communities as well as those which are
unique to each.
Finally, assuming that the instrument is valid in that it provides
planners with both new and useful information, and is effective in pointing
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CHAPTER FIVE:
out subarea distinctions as well, is it also simple and efficient so that
it can be used more easily than other techniques available for getting at
such information?
Each of these three measures will be discussed below. In addition,
a final discussion of the usefulness of the instrument will deal with
possible ways a planner or other user might take the information beyond the
survey itself.
1. How Well Does the Instrument Inform Planners?
a. Interviewing the Brookline Planners
In selecting Brookline as the site for testing the instrument, a
real challenge to its utility was immediately established. Of the nine
planners employed by the Town of Brookline at the time of this study, more
than half had been working there for at least five years. Moreover, most
of the planning staff either lived in Brookline or had lived there for some
time during their employment in the Town. Hence, of any group of planners,
one would have expected the Brookline planners to be very well-informed
about residents' views regarding their community. If the instrument could
provide these planners with new information, one might assume that it would
be even more useful for less well-informed planning groups.
Finding out what someone knows, however, in order to determine what
might constitute "new information", is not always an easy task -- particu-
larly when one is dealing with subjective issues rather than objective
facts. Nevertheless, in an attempt to arrive at this information for
Brookline's planners, each was asked to verbally respond to Items 3
through 13 of the instrument as if he/she were a resident of the Middle
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Beacon Planning Area. In later analyzing the planners' responses,
however, there arose some uncertainty over the kind of "resident" each
planner imagined himself to be: clearly, some tried to role-play the
"typical resident" as they believed this to be, while others seemed simply
to imagine themselves -- planners working for Brookline -- as residents of
the area and responded accordingly. Of course, this problem of differing
'response gestalts" made comparison of the planners' responses very
difficult.
Therefore, each of the planners was interviewed once again, about
six months after the first interview. This time, for each of eight
questions, the planners were asked to imagine how "the majority of residents"
might have responded. They were assured that they were not expected to
"know" the answers to the questions, but simply were asked to try to imagine
what most of the residents might have said. The eight questions are
discussed individually below. Those readers wishing to see the question-
naire format, including the instructions given to the planners, are referred
to Appendix A.
Question 1: (SHOW PLANNER BASE MAP) Here is the area in which the survey
was conducted. I am particularly interested in the area
encircled by the black line. This is Planning Area 4 and 5
(the Middle Beacon Area). I asked residents the following
question: SUPPOSE YOU MET SOMEONE WHO HAD NEVER BEEN TO THIS
AREA AND WANTED TO KNOW WHAT IT WAS LIKE. HOW WOULD YOU
DESCRIBE IT TO THEM?
What do you think were the major aspects or qualities of the
area described by most of the residents?
Some interesting differences were found between actual resident
responses and the way planners imagined most residents would have described
their area. Due to the marked difference in sample size between resident
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and planner groups, a picture of general response trends will be more
appropriate than would a direct comparison of proportional figures. (See
Figure 16 on the following page.)
While almost three-quarters of the residents referred, in some way,
to the social composition of the area (e.g., its heterogeneity, socio-
economic status, shifting composition), only one planner imagined that most
residents would have mentioned this factor. The planners, on the other hand,
tended to describe the area in more physically structural terms: 'two hills
bisected by Beacon Street"; "contains a small commercial strip"; "includes
the Coolidge Corner business area". Only a few residents had described the
area in a similar way, and these simply referred to the fact that some of
the area was "hilly". One resident who was an architect, however, did
describe the area as "two hills and a valley between".
In addition, residents' descriptions contained, on the whole, many
more subjective references, such as "well-kept", "quiet", "pleasant", and
"pretty". These more evaluative descriptions were not made by the planners.
Even in the use of the term "residential", differences in meaning were
found for the two groups: many of the residents who used the term seemed
to imply a kind of suburban quality in their definition (e.g., "I mean it's
attractive, quiet, with foliage and beautiful trees"), while the planners
seemed simply to be employing a standard zoning/land use descriptor. In
fact, the suburban qualities of the area, described so enthusiastically by
a significant number of residents, were not included at all in the planners'
descriptions.
On the other hand, both planners and residents seemed to agree on
the convenience and physical diversity of the area as two important
descriptive characteristics. Yet, planners tended to confine "diversity"
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to housing type (e.g., apartment buildings mixed with single-family homes),
while residents expanded this to include variations in housing condition,
age, style and so on.
Such differences are by no means intended to imply error or incompe-
tence on the part of the planners. It is perfectly logical to expect
planners to emphasize the more physical and structural elements of an area,
and for those living there to be more subjective or personal in their views.
As Appleyard (1969) nicely drew the distinction between residents' and
planners' perceptions of a new city in Venezuela: "The inhabitants saw the
figure, the designers the ground" (p. 429).
The intent in pointing out distinctions between planners' and
residents' responses is to illustrate ways in which the study instrument
might usefully illuminate the differing perceptions which planners and
laypersons have of the same environment. The Brookline planners were asked
to imagine how residents might describe their area -- in some ways, they
simply could not do this. As one startled planner, who saw the results of
resident responses to this survey item, remarked: "Who would have thought
so many people would have described their area in population terms!"
Question 2: HAVE YOU THOUGHT OF MOVING FROM THIS AREA, FOR ANY REASON, IN
THE PAST FEW YEARS?
What would you expect was the proportional split between
residents who have thought of moving from the area versus
those who have not thought of doing so?
Planners' Estimate Actual Residents'
(Mean) Proportion
Resident has thought of moving 37% 45%
Resident has not thought of 63% 55%
moving
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Clearly, the planners, as a group, have come remarkably close in
estimating the proportional split between residents who had thought of
moving and those who had not.
In the first round of interviews, the planners had also been asked
to imagine why residents might wish to move. The most frequent reasons
they gave were: (1) the high costs of taxes and housing maintenance
(n = 3); and (2) crime (n = 2). In fact, one of the reasons residents
most frequently stated for wanting to move was Brookline's high tax and/or
rent rates, with 28 percent of those wishing to move giving this explana-
tion. On the other hand, only 9 percent had thought of moving because
they felt the area was unsafe. Over one-fifth of these residents (22 per-
cent) wished to move because they believed the area had deteriorated either
physically or socially, and another 28 percent had personal reasons for
thinking of leaving.
Neither planners nor residents were asked why they wished to stay in
the area (i.e., why they had not thought of moving). Nevertheless, four of
the planners remarked on this point anyway; the primary reason stated by
three of the four was the area's excellent schools. These planners felt that
families with children in particular would want to remain for this reason.
An analysis of responses for residents with children under the age of
eighteen, however, shows that a slightly greater proportion of this group
had thought of moving (50 percent) than had families without children (41
percent). That is, families with children were equally divided over moving
or staying, while those without children were more inclined to stay (59
percent versus 41 percent).
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The planners had also somewhat overestimated the significance that
schools would have in residents' areal descriptions in Question 1.
Question 3: IF SOMEONE YOU LIKED WERE THINKING OF MOVING INTO THIS AREA
AND YOU WANTED TO ENCOURAGE THEM BY SHOWING THEM AROUND,
WHAT THINGS WOULD YOU SHOW THEM, WHAT WOULD YOU POINT OUT?
What would you expect were the major things residents most
frequently said they would point out? Please rank these
according to frequency mentioned -- with the most frequently-
mentioned item first, and so on.
(Tables presented on following page)
When asked to rank these items according to predicted frequency of
mention, the planners showed almost no agreement -- although two did feel
"schools" would be cited first by residents. Nevertheless, the planners
were not too far off in anticipating that the convenience of the area to
transit and shopping, as well as its parks and its good schools, would be
viewed as relatively important items to show a person.
Once again, however, as we noted previously in Questions 1 and 2,
the planners overestimated the overall importance of the area's schools for
residents. This should probably not be interpreted to mean that residents
have doubts about the quality of the area's schools: in the Salisbury
subarea, for example, which is adjacent to the Driscoll School, respondents
most frequently cited this facility as the thing they would show a potential
resident. It was the quality of the school and not its physical plant
which most of these residents wanted to show since, of all schools in the
area, the Driscoll is most in need of physical improvement, Nevertheless,
1. In fact, several planners noted that they perhaps would not want to
"show" anyone the Driscoll School, but would simply tell someone
about it.
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TABLE la. Things Most Planners
Thought Residents Would Show
(n = 7)
Item (%) Frequency
Mentioned
1. The good schools 71
2. Convenience: 57
- "the trolley"
- to shopping
(Coolidge Corner
and Washington
Square
3. Coolidge Corner 43
4. The parks 43
5. Those streets which
are 'nice residential"
ones: 43
- Aspinwall Hill
- Griggs Park area
- Some of Corey Hill
TABLE lb. Things Most Residents
Said They Would Show
(n = 48)
Item (%) F
M
Convenience
The parks
The good schools
"My neighbors"/the
community
The good Town services
Coolidge Corner stores
requency
entioned
56
42
31
the planners' overemphasis of the area's schools would indicate that they
have, in responding to these questions, been visualizing the majority of
the area's residents as persons with school-age children as this group
would be most interested in the quality of the area's schools. This is,
however, far from an accurate picture: the 1970 Census indicates that only
one-third of the area's population have any children under the age of
eighteen. The instrument thus serves to remind planners of this fact, and
draws their attention to the relative importance of various features for
diverse population groups.
The planners also overestimated residents' views about Coolidge
Corner. Less than one-fifth of the respondents said they would show someone
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this shopping area, and most of these lived in the community immediately
adjacent to it. The planners have, it would seem, imagined Coolidge Corner
to be a greater areal attraction than it appears to actually be for
residents.
One's neighbors and the Town's services were each mentioned by one-
fifth of the residents as assets of the area, but were not included at all
in the planners' responses. The Town might pay particular note to these
views in formulating planning policies for this area. For example, they
might consider taking action which will result in reducing the increasing
influx of short-term residents -- such as students -- into the area, since
a concentration of such residents would seem to be counterproductive to
the maintenance of a strong "community spirit" and to attracting the more
stable, long-term residents the Town might desire.
Question 4: SUPPOSE YOU WERE TAKING A SELECTMAN AROUND YOUR AREA TO SHOW
HIM THE THINGS YOU DIDN'T LIKE ABOUT IT. WHAT WOULD YOU
SHOW HIM?
What do you think were the three most disliked aspects that
residents said they would show? Rank these from most to
least disliked.
Six of the seven planners expected that residents would most dislike
aspects of either Washington Square, Coolidge Corner, or both. In fact,
five of the seven listed this first as the most disliked aspect of the
area, giving slightly more emphasis to Washington Square, although Coolidge
Corner was clearly anticipated to be a focus of complaint as well. Most
of the planners felt that the lack of parking and traffic congestion were
the primary problems in both commercial areas, although one planner also
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TABLE 2a. Planners' Predictions
of the Three Aspects Residents
Disliked Most
(n = 7)
Item (%) Frequ
Menti
1. Problems in commer-
cial areas:
a. parking/traffic
(n = 4)
b. lack of "pedestrian
space" (n = 1)
c. low quality stores
(n - 1)
2. Poor building main-
tenance:
a. University Road
(n = 2)
b. where students
live
c. Nursing Home on
Corey Hill
3. Trash/litter
4. New apartment
buildings:
a. Beacon Street
b. Centre Street
5. Traffic
(Beacon Street)
6. Corey Hill Park
7. Dog waste
ency
oned
86
43
29
29
29
14
14
TABLE 2b. Aspects Residents
Reported Disliking
(n = 48)
Item (%) Frequency
Mentioned
1. Parking-related
problems
2. Deterioration of
commercial areas:
a. especially
Washington Square
3. Park-related
problems
4. Poor service delivery
5. Building code and
zoning violations
6. Non-enforcement of
leash law
7. Traffic problems
8. Development com-
plaints
i2
cited the "lack of pedestrian space" at Coolidge Corner,2 and another felt
that both areas had "low-quality stores".
2. This planner, however, was not sure that the "average person" would
notice this problem.
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Residents did not overwhelmingly point to one or two disliked
features in the area -- complaints tended largely to be confined to
distinct subareas. Thus, while concern about the condition of the Washing-
ton Square commercial area was very evident, these responses were generally
confined to the subareas most adjacent to it: Aspinwall Hill, Salisbury,
and Griggs Park. Washington Square was not seen as an area-wide problem.
Moreover, out of forty-eight respondents in the Middle Beacon Area, only
three made any reference to Coolidge Corner as a place to show a selectman --
perhaps because an effort is already underway to improve that area. For
residents living near Washington Square, concern about its condition did
not center largely around parking or traffic problems there, but rather on
poor quality and variety of the stores, the general appearance of the area,
the transient nature of business there, and the kinds of people these
stores were attracting.
For a fairly large segment of the sample -- particularly for renters
-- a major complaint was the overnight parking ban and a lack of sufficient,
inexpensive off-street parking. The planners, however, failed to note this
problem at all. This, once again, raises the issue of the resident popula-
tion the planners had in mind in responding to these questions.
For residents of the Corey Hill subarea, the major complaint was the
poor maintenance and policing of Corey Hill Park. Only one planner, how-
ever, cited this facility as one residents might complain about.
3
3. Interestingly, when asked in the first round of interviews to respond
as a "typical" resident, four of the eight planners cited Corey Hill
Park as someplace they would show a selectman. The other responses
to this question did not differ markedly from those in the second set
of interviews, however. Perhaps planners felt, correctly, that a
typical resident might complain of Corey Hill Park, but the majority
of the area's residents might not.
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Three of the planners did accurately pinpoint several pockets of
poorly-maintained buildings which residents said they would show a selectman.
These pockets were expanded by residents, however, to include larger areas
of Aspinwall and Corey Hills.
Finally, street-cleaning ("trash and litter") was not cited as a
complaint in the Middle Beacon Area, although other services -- particularly
snow removal and path maintenance -- were judged by residents to be poor in
this area.
Question 5: HAS YOUR AREA CHANGED IN ANY WAY OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS?
DO YOU THINK THESE CHANGES HAVE MADE THE AREA BETTER OR WORSE
AS A PLACE TO LIVE?
What would you expect was the proportional breakdown between
residents who felt the changes which had occurred had made
the area better as a place to live versus worse?
Response Median Proportional Split of Residents' Responses
how planners felt residents
had responded.
Better 50% 15%
Worse 50% 60%*
More than half the planners believed that at least 50 percent of
the residents would have felt that the changes which had occurred had made
the area better. Similarly, more than half felt that no more than 50 per-
cent of residents would think the changes had made the area worse as a
place to live. This is a considerably more optimistic picture than the one
*Another 9 percent said it had gotten better and worse; and for 17
percent, one could not judge from the response whether they thought the
change was better or worse.
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painted by the residents themselves. Three-fifths of the respondents who had
perceived any change(s) in the area had felt that these had made the area
worse; only a small 15 percent stated, unequivocally, that these had made
the area better, with another 9 percent believing that the various changes
had brought both good and bad results.
In the first round of interviews, the planners had been asked to
imagine the changes a resident might have noticed. On the negative side,
the major change which 50 percent of the planners believed residents would
have noticed and disliked was the new development of high-rise apartments
in the area. In fact, only 15 percent of the sixty-nine respondents noted
this change, although most but not all of the feelings about it were
negative. Three of the planners also expected residents to comment on the
changes in the two commercial areas, but some planners were unclear about
whether residents would see these as negative (noting only their decline)
or positive (responding to current efforts to upgrade them). Again, only
15 percent of the respondents remarked about the deterioration of Coolidge
Corner, with most of these living in the community adjacent to it. No one
spoke of the present improvements being made there. Another 13 percent,
also from adjacent subareas, remarked on the deterioration of Washington
Square.
Only two planners expected residents to note population changes in
the area: one noted the increasing number of students and expected this
to be viewed negatively; the other saw a larger number of young families
moving in and felt this would be seen as positive. For residents, in fact,
population shifts were the changes most frequently noted,4 and both
4. These were mentioned by two-thirds of the respondents who said they
had noticed changes in the area.
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planners were generally correct in the types of changes seen occurring and
the attitudes residents had about these -- although, some residents did feel
that the increasing number of young families was not a good thing. In
addition, an increase in the ethnic diversity of the area was also noted
with some frequency, particularly by residents of Corey Hill.
As a final factor on the negative side, one-fifth of the Middle
Beacon Area residents said they felt the area had become less safe over the
past several years. This factor was not included in the planners' list of
anticipated responses.
Finally, the major positive change which 50 percent of the planners
expected residents would note was a general upgrading in the condition of
housing in the area as a result of the Town's Housing Code Enforcement
Program. Residents, however, completely failed to note this program, or
its effects, in their responses. On the contrary, 15 percent of the
respondents said they felt the area had physically deteriorated in the last
several years.
This apparent expectation on the planners' part that residents
would consider some of the improvement programs which the Town had provided
in responding to this question of change -- and the almost total failure of
residents to do so -- would seem to account for a large part of the
discrepancy between planners' and residents' responses to this question.
Question 6: WHAT DO YOU THINK WILL HAPPEN TO THIS AREA IN THE NEXT TEN
YEARS?
What was the proportional breakdown between residents who
viewed this area as: getting better, staying about the
same, or getting worse?
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Sees Area: Median Proportional Split of Residents'
Planners' Predictions Responses
(n = 7) (n = 69)
Getting better 30% 13%
Staying the same 50% 25%
Getting worse 20% 43%*
The planners predicted that most of the residents would have viewed
the area either as remaining the same or as improving. As one planner
rationalized: "They must feel it's getting better or else why would
people be moving in?" Why indeed, with 43 percent of residents believing
the area will become worse over the next decade.
We have seen in the preceding chapter that residents' predictions
for the future of the area were strongly related to the changes they had
perceived occurring during the past few years and their attitudes toward
these. Moreover, if there were indications that people in an area cared
about it (e.g., in terms of good property maintenance, and community action
on problem issues), residents tended to be less pessimistic about the future
there. Many of the changes residents saw occurring in the past few years
were viewed as negative, and in most of the subareas the changes seemed to
indicate less concern about the area rather than more.
The planners, on the other hand, had a somewhat more optimistic view
of past changes and, no doubt, a positive enthusiasm for long-range pro-
grams to improve current problems. For example, in the first series of
interviews with the planners, most made a distinction between predicting
the future of the residential areas and the commercial ones. In the former,
*
Another 10 percent said they were not sure but "hoped" it wouldn't
get worse; and 9 percent said they "didn't know".
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the "planner-as-typical-resident" saw the area as remaining the same over
the next ten years. However, the planners all felt the commercial areas
would surely be improving. At the moment, the big planning effort in the
Town is, of course, to improve these commercial centers; there are, to my
knowledge, no similar large-scale plans for any residential improvements.
Yet, while the planners appear to be working under an apparent
assumption about the positive impact that commercial area improvements will
have on the area as a whole and on residents' attitudes about it, respon-
dents' concerns about the future of the area seem to go beyond their worry
over deteriorating commercial facilities. Undoubtedly, this is one
indication for residents of negative changes in the area, and perhaps the
ongoing and proposed improvements in Coolidge Corner have not reached the
stage where people might take real notice of them. However, perceived
negative changes occurring in the residential -- not the commercial --
sectors of the area appear to be of even greater concern to residents, as
indicated in Chapter Four. This difference in the focus of concern between
residents and planners plus, perhaps, the natural tendency for those
directly involved in creating policy and change to feel more optimistic
about it than those who simply experience the results, may account for the
differences in response between residents and planners for this question.
Question 7: FINALLY, I GAVE RESIDENTS A LIST OF ITEMS AND ASKED THEM TO
PLACE A CHECK NEXT TO EACH, DEPENDING ON WHETHER THE ITEM
WAS A PROBLEM OR NOT IN THEIR AREA.
Please rank the items on this list 5 according to the fre-
quency with which you believe residents labelled them as
5. The list which was handed to the planners primarily contained the
issues earlier identified as problems, to one degree or another, by
residents. Items such as "quality of public education" appeared not to
be issues at all and were omitted from the planners' list.
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"problems". Put the one which you believe was identified
as the greatest problem first, the next one second, and so
forth, down to the issue which is least a problem.
TABLE 3a. Planners' Ranking of
Problem Issues (median scores)
1. Traffic/noise
2. Parking
3. Security: home
4. Building maintenance
4. Safety/security: street
4. Snow removal: sidewalks
5. Snow removal: streets
5. Teenagers hanging-out
6. Park maintenance
6. Recreation programs: youths
7. Street/path maintenance
TABLE 3b. Ranking of Issues
Identified as "a Problem" by
Residents*
1. Parking
2. Snow removal: sidewalks
3. Security: home
4. Traffic/noise
5. Safety/security: street
6. Teenagers hanging-out
7. Snow removal: streets
8. Building maintenance
9. Park maintenance
10. Street/path maintenance
11. Recreation programs:
youth
*Issues identified as "a
problem" or "somewhat of
problem".
By comparing the residents' and planners' rankings of problem issues,
it is clear that the Brookline planners have a rather good comprehension of
the relative weight given to these problems by residents of the Middle
Beacon Area. This finding is not very surprising for several reasons:
first, often the most frequent contacts planners have with residents revolve
around complaints (I earlier labelled this the "Complaints Approach" to
planning). Therefore, one would expect planners to be cognizant of at
least the major problems in this area. Second, the Brookline planners had,
themselves, in an earlier series of interviews, identified many of these
issues to be the major ones affecting residents in this area.
Nevertheless, the planners have demonstrated a fine general grasp of
the relative importance of these problems for residents of this area. There
were only a few discrepancies found between issues residents saw as problems
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66%
47%
45%
36%
33%
30%
28%
26%
18%
15%
10%
a
'
and those which the planners thought they would identify as such. For
example, the planners had expected "traffic/noise" to be a far greater
problem than residents generally felt it to be. While the planners expected
this to be the major problem in this area, only 36 percent of the residents
said it was a problem. This might, however, be an issue about which the
planners had received numerous complaints. Similarly, the planners thought
"building maintenance" would be viewed as a more significant problem than
it was. In a few subareas -- particularly Aspinwall Hill and Coolidge
Corner -- building maintenance was identified as a significant problem.
Yet, for the Middle Beacon Area as a whole, only about one-fourth of the
respondents felt it was a significant issue.
On the other hand, although the planners saw "snow removal on the
sidewalk" as a relatively less pressing problem, it was the second most
frequently identified problem for residents even though most of the resi-
dent interviews were carried out before any significant snowfall had
occurred that year. Apparently, until several years ago, the Town had
provided the service of shovelling snow off all of the sidewalks. In an
effort to economize and save some other services, however, sidewalk snow
clearing was greatly curtailed.6 Apparently, in many areas, residents have
not yet accepted the fact that they must now shovel their own sidewalks.
Many expressed the opinion that, for the amount of taxes they currently pay,
their sidewalks could be shovelled. This appears to be somewhat of an
issue, and the planners, while recognizing that residents view this as a
problem, have underestimated its importance to them.
6. I believe that now only some sidewalks on the steeper hills and in
the commercial areas are cleared.
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Finally, it is interesting to note that, although the planners
failed to identify "parking" as a problem which residents might wish to
show a selectman (see Question 4), they recognized its significance as a
problem when asked more directly about it. This would seem to support an
earlier speculation that the planners, in answering previous questions, had
largely been imagining residents to be members of families owning their own
homes,7 rather than individuals who rent apartments which do not provide
space for parking.
Question 8: The black line on the base map delineates a Planning Area.
When you think of this area, do you consider it as a single
entity, or do you divide it up in some way? How?
This question was intended to reveal two things: (1) if the planners
perceived the area as consisting of several different subareas and, if so,
how these corresponded with the subareas found by means of the instrument;
and (2) if there were any indication that the planners expected responses
to vary, to at least some degree, according to the subarea breakdowns.
On the first round of interviews, when each planner was asked to
respond "as if you were a resident of this area", only one out of eight
remarked that the area was really divided into several parts and, thus, it
would be difficult to respond as a resident of the whole area. In the
second set of interviews, the planners were queried on this issue more
directly, although only after all other questions had been asked, so as to
give them a chance to spontaneously divide the area in their answers if
they found it relevant to do so. Once again, only one planner -- not the
same one as in the previous interviews -- questioned whether responses were
7. That is, people like themselves, to a large extent.
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for the whole area or one of its parts.
Nevertheless, in responding to Question 8, all seven of the planners
divided up the Middle Beacon Area in some way, although there were varia-
tions in how these divisions were made. One planner simply split the area
into two parts, using Beacon Street as the dividing line. One planner each
divided the area into three, four, and five parts, while three planners
divided it into six sections. Divisions were made in the following ways:
(a) Along major streets. e.g., Beacon, Washington, Winchester.
For example, one planner said she divided the area along
Beacon, Washington and Winchester Streets, which meant she
had divided the area into five parts, closely resembling
those found by means of the instrument.
(b) Topographically. The two hills -- Corey and Aspinwall --
were frequently mentioned as areas set apart from the
whole.
(c) Along shopping nodes. e.g., the "Washington Square area"
and the "Coolidge Corner area".
Frequently, these means of division were mixed together, as when one
planner divided the area into the following six sections: (1) the Beacon/
Centre Street area; (2) and (3) the "neighborhoods" on the two hills;
(4) Griggs Terrace; and (5) and (6) the two commercial areas.
One planner said that the way he divided the area depended on how
he was thinking about it at the time: "If I were thinking of residential
neighborhoods, I would divide it into three: Corey Hill, Aspinwall Hill,
and the strip along Beacon Street. But, if I'm thinking of it in terms
of Washington Square or the Driscoll School area, I think of it more or
less as one area."
In general, the areas most frequently mentioned by the planners were:
Corey Hill
Aspinwall Hill
Coolidge Corner
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Washington Square/Driscoll School area
Griggs Park area
Beacon Street
With the exception of "Beacon Street", this breakdown corresponds
closely with that arrived at by means of the instrument. This finding
supports the ability of the instrument to reliably distinguish subarea
differences by means of residents' responses, and lends credence to the
response variations found in the differing subareas.
It is significant to note that, although the planners, when asked,
did say that they tended to think of the Middle Beacon Area as broken into
several parts, there was generally no indication that they expected
responses to vary from subarea to subarea. For example, it appeared from
their responses that the planners expected residents from all parts of the
Middle Beacon Area would express concern about Washington Square. Resi-
dents' responses indicate, however, that this is a much more localized
concern. The differences found in attitudes and views between the subareas
might, in fact, be one of the more useful sources of information emerging
from the instrument for this particular planning group.
Summary
This comparison of planners' and residents' views of the Middle
Beacon Area has demonstrated considerable differences between these two
groups, in spite of the fact that the planners were particularly well-
versed and knowledgeable about their town. At the heart of these
differences there appears to be a basic dissimilarity in the way in which
each of these groups organizes its perceptual data regarding the area. For
the resident, this structuring seems to be determined by an immediacy or
direct involvement with the environment which he/she has acquired by living
205.
in it. While some of the residents' responses seem to reflect a kind of
stereotyping -- particularly with regard to the elements which make an area
"saleable" or attractive to live in -- more often than not, their responses
are indicative of a personal involvement and familiarity with the area,
complete with all the detail and subjectivity that this entails. This is
the "insiders' view of a place.
On the other hand, the planners responses in both sets of interviews
seemed organized around more generalized, prototypical perceptions of the
Middle Beacon Area. For example, it was evident from several of their
responses that most of the Brookline planners were imagining the majority
of the area's residents to be home-owning families with school-age children,
although this was not, in reality, the case. Moreover, the complaints
raised by vocal residents were often assumed by the planners, to be of
concern to most residents of the area. However, the interest in many of
these issues was often defined by subarea, so that a complaint in one
section did not necessarily carry over to another. Added to this tendency
to generalize perceptions and attitudes is the distortion resulting from
the planner's bias toward physical concerns. This was noted in the Brookline
planners' descriptions of the Middle Beacon Area, in their perceptions of
the kinds of changes that had occurred there, and in their overemphasis of
the significance of the area's commercial facilities for residents.
That these distortions would occur is neither surprising nor
reprehensible: it is natural for the planner, as an "outsider" or non-
resident, to unconsciously structure his perceptions of an area into such
prototypes in order to avoid being swamped by details and confused to the
point of inaction. That this simplification would emphasize physical
elements might be expected as this is often the realm of planning action.
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Nevertheless, the consequences of such distortions can be counter-
productive to effective decision-making, as such generalizations and
biases ignore details -- such as the attitudinal distinctions between
subareas, the differences between resident groups, and the significance of
other-than-physical factors -- which are often essential to this goal. It
is as an aid in supplying this level of detail, and as a source for
correcting these generalized perceptions where they are incorrect, that the
instrument will hopefully prove to be most useful.
More specifically, for the Brookline Planning Department, the instru-
ment enables these professionals to "see" the Middle Beacon Area in a more
subjective, qualitatively enriched way; that is, to view the area as it is
meaningful to those living there, and to understand the qualities which
residents value about it and which enter significantly into their images of
itheir area". The planner, as an outsider, cannot be expected to possess
such a complex "inner" picture a priori.
Moreover, the instrument has underlined the dynamics of the area:
the varying attitudes of different groups of residents (e.g., owners and
renters, long- and short-term residents), and the agreements and differences
on issues and attitudes between the various subareas. In this way, it
enables these planners to more effectively acknowledge issues and coordinate
them with the appropriate audiences of concern. The instrument can, in
addition, aid these professionals in seeing issues in a more realistic and
effective perspective by helping them understand that those issues which
they, as planners, feel are central for an area, may be central for only a
segment of that area, or may be more peripheral in relation to other
concerns of residents.
Finally, the instrument has given the planners feedback on the mood
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of the area: on residents' attitudes about the changes going on there,
on how planning decisions have or have not altered this, on what attitudes
are about given decisions, and how residents view the future of their area.
b. One Planner's View
All of this describes the potential knowledge a Brookline planner
might gain from the data forthcoming from the instrument. Let us now
briefly examine what one such planner felt he had actually learned from it.
In an attempt to gain feedback concerning the utility of the instru-
ment, Brookline's Planning Director and Assistant Planning Director were
sent a copy of Chapter Four, and were asked to respond independently to
the following questions:
(1) What are your reactions -- both general and specific -- to the
responses residents gave?
(2) Were any of these responses unexpected, either in terms of what
was mentioned or what residents failed to mention? Please
note: I am not necessarily asking whether or not you were
surprised by any of the responses, but simply whether any of
them differed from expectations you might have had regarding
how residents would have responded.
(3) Do these responses in any way alter your view of how residents
"see" or feel about this area?
(4) What next steps might the Planning Department take to follow up
on any of this information? Do these responses in any way
alter current plans for this area?
(5) Do you find this information to be useful?
Unfortunately, at the time the chapter arrived, the Planning Depart-
ment was in the midst of preparing for Town Meeting, a very busy period.
Hence, the Assistant Director did not have a chance to read the chapter at
all, and the Director only had time to read through it quickly, and to
respond briefly over the phone. The detail of response was, therefore,
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somewhat less than was hoped for; nevertheless, these initial observations
are both interesting and informative.
At the outset of the conversation, the director8 noted that he had
had some difficulty locating the chapter in question, and had finally found
that it was being used by a planner on his staff who was carrying out a
Planning Areas analysis. This effort was directed at outlining relevant
issues within each planning area for Community Development/Revenue Sharing
funding and other planning purposes.
The director observed that residents had been more pessimistic about
their areas than he had expected, although the reasons for their pessimism
(e.g., population shifts and so on) did not surprise him. He had, however,
hoped for a greater display of positive feeling, particularly by residents
from Corey and Aspinwall Hills, as the Town had spent a "fair amount of
money" on public improvements in those areas.
He felt particularly surprised by the negative feelings expressed
by residents of the Salisbury community. While he had expected that the
Northern Upper Beacon section might have problems with regard to its
proximity to Boston, he had imagined that the Salisbury community did not
abut "as tough an area of Boston". Hence, the feeling of threat expressed
by many of the Salisbury residents were unexpected for him.
In general, he felt he had not been "surprised" at the other
responses, although he would have liked to have seen more favorable
responses to the public improvements the Town had made. However, he added,
"people are generally unobservant".
8. Brookline's Director of Planning has worked for that agency for about
nine years, and is a Brookline resident.
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In considering these responses, the reader should, of course, bear
in mind the difficulty of determining "unexpected" information once that
information is presented. Responses which indicate a lack of surprise
could either be interpreted to mean (a) that the reader had anticipated
the response outcome, or (b) that the responses are so reasonable that one
cannot be surprised by them. In the latter case, it might be difficult,
when faced with this information, to recall what one's expectations had
been. Therefore, the planners' anticipated responses, presented in the
beginning of this section, serve as a good reminder of these prior
expectations.
Does this information alter plans for the area? According to the
planning director, the Town currently has no plans for the area, aside
from making improvements to Washington Square. The data would seem to
support the need for this effort to physically upgrade this commercial
center. On the other hand, the director felt that the data also suggested
the need for programs aimed at improving residents' images of areas such
as that of the Salisbury community. However, he did not, as yet, have
suggestions for how this might be done. In addition, responses to the
instrument supported the beliefs of the Planning Department regarding the
need for more stringent controls on absentee landlords and the need to
evolve a workable solution to the problem of parking in residential areas,
particularly where there are apartment buildings.
In sum, the planning director found the information elicited by the
instrument to be "very useful" in terms of both:
(a) Pointing out areas in need of planning action where none had
previously been anticipated (such as the Salisbury section); and
(b) Helping to inventory areas in order to "keep up" on residents'
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feelings about them, on the problems existing and the issues
in need of attention in terms of funding, and so on.
Finally, the director questioned the extent to which the procedure
entailed in using the instrument would be practical for a planning agency.
He was particularly concerned with the size of the sample, and maintained
that, for a town like Brookline, where it is more meaningful to deal with
subareas rather than general planning areas ("The sub-area is the scale we
have to work at."), an impractically large sample would be needed in order
to significantly represent each of the subareas in the Town. This
researcher pointed out, however, that it might not be necessary to survey
every subarea, but simply those for which it was felt that more information
regarding residents' feelings and attitudes were needed. On the other hand,
if a planning agency felt it important to survey a whole town, subarea by
subarea, this would be a large, but by no means impossible, undertaking.
It is estimated, for example, that Brookline contains 30 subareas. If a
random sample of ten respondents were to be chosen from each sub-area9 , a
total of 300 interviews would have to be conducted. Brookline, however,
employs eight planners; if each were to participate -- an important
exercise for a planner, it seems to me -- each would have to complete 37
interviews. While it is not necessarily recommended that Brookline under-
take this Town-wide investigation, it would be feasible to do so and would
probably result in a great quantity of useful information. Nevertheless,
such skepticism and doubt on the part of planners must be overcome if the
instrument is to be used. This issue will be delt with further in
Chapter Six.
9. Evidence from the Brookline study seems to indicate that this would be
an adequate subarea random sample size for the purpose of this
instrument.
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The comments of this planning director represent, of course, initial
responses; these will undoubtedly be amended and expanded upon after more
careful examination and contemplation, if this occurs. Judging from the
fact that this information is already being used, one can be hopeful that
these findings will not simply be shelved. For the purpose of evaluating
the instrument, however, there is need for more feedback concerning the
reactions of the Brookline planners to this data and the actions which
finally are taken as a result of this information.
2. How Well Does the Instrument Distinguish Between Subareas?
One of the goals which had been established for the study instru-
ment was that it should help planners distinguish between those views,
attitudes and concerns held in common across several subareas or communities,
and those which were of particular relevance to each. We have seen in
Chapter Four that the instrument did, in fact, reveal such subarea
similarities and differences for the Brookline data. However, we might now
question whether such findings represented real differences between these
subareas, or were merely reflections of distortions in the sample or of
other idiosyncrocies. That is, has the instrument reliably differentiated
the attitudes and concerns of the Brookline subareas in which it was
tested.
It is difficult to answer this question unequivocally for the sample
we are considering. Due to the hard-to-control variations occurring in a
field testing situation such as was used here, in addition to constraints
of time and lack of any comparable measures, the usual means for deter-
mining the reliability of an instrument could not, practically, be employed
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in this study. Moreover, because of the marked variability in size between
the subarea samples, and the very small number of respondents in most of
the subareas, statistical comparisons of response variance could not be made
in any meaningful way. Hence, other more qualitative means of answering this
question must alternatively be used.
One means is to examine the internal consistency of responses for
each sub-area. This consistency appears to be good for the Brookline data:
specific subarea differences are not simply found in responses to individual
items and not in others. There seem, instead to be various "subarea themes"
of concern running throughout the responses to many of the items, giving
indication of consistent variations between the different subareas. One
illustration of this is the significant way in which Washington Square
entered into the responses of those subareas closest to it, but did not figure
at all in the attitudes and concerns of residents in slightly more distant
areas. The generally "beseiged" feeling expressed by residents of the
Salisbury area would be still another example of a subarea theme, repeated
in different ways throughout the survey. Yet, this sentiment would appear
to be more than simply the idiosyncratic feelings of a few unrepresentative
residents of that area, as supported by the fact that such feelings were
also expressed by residents of the adjoining Northern Upper Beacon subarea.
Moreover, within each sub-area, these "themes" were not individu-
alized -- i.e., mentioned by only a few respondents. Rather, they
represented comments repeatedly made by a minimum of one-third to one-half
of the respondents from a particular sub-area and, as such, can be con-
sidered consistent concerns for at least a significant proportion of
sub-area residents.
Not only were the sub-area differences found to be consistent, but
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they were found to be reasonable or "sensible" as well. In a technical
sense, one could say that the subarea differences contained a good degree
of "face validity". It is, of course, somewhat tricky to say, after the
fact, which responses seem to be reasonable. Certainly, for some items,
the responses might not "seem logical" at all -- the instrument is, after
all, intended to help in instances where logic may fail. Yet, in order for
these more surprising findings to seem legitimate, there should be others
which -- while perhaps not anticipated -- can be easily accepted as sound
(i.e., their validity can be logically affirmed by evidence found external
to the instrument itself). Hence, by confirming as probably true those
instances where responses seem reasonable on their face, one also
strengthens the probability that less easily validated responses are true
as well. Therefore, let us look at some examples of subarea differences
which can be readily accepted by examining the varying subarea responses
to Item 13 (i.e., where respondents were given an Issue List and asked to
label each as "A Problem" or not in their area). The reader will recall
that many of these differences also appeared in responses to other items.
(See Figure 17 on following page.)
One example of an issue where subarea differences can be logically
validated is that of "parking". This was identified most frequently as a
problem by residents of those subareas containing the highest concentration
of apartment buildings and other multiple-dwelling structures (i.e.,
Coolidge Corner and Griggs Park), as compared to those having greater
proportions of single- and two-family dwellings. In areas where there is
more of a mixture of housing types so that both single-and multiple-
dwelling units are found (i.e., Corey Hill and Aspinwall Hill), parking
was found to be a significant problem as well, but nowhere near as
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tified in each of the five Middle Beacon Area subareas.
frequently mentioned as in the former two areas. It is not surprising that,
in the more densely-populated apartment areas, parking should be a problem,
particularly since many of the units do not include off-street parking
facilities so that residents must seek out and pay extra for these.
The problem of "teenagers hanging-out" was found in subareas con-
taining facilities amenable to this activity. Hence, Griggs Park, which
has a large sitting area and is well-hidden from the street, would
logically be such a place, and the residents of this subarea were the most
numerous, proportionally, to complain of this problem. The same can be
said for Corey Hill Park and the residents of that subarea. In addition,
residents living adjacent to the Coolidge Corner shopping area also found
that teenagers hanging-out there were a problem. Coolidge Corner, unlike
Washington Square, has several cheap, fast-food stores -- such as McDonald's
-- which are open late and which serve as gathering places for teens.
Schick Park on Aspinwall Hill and the Driscoll School playground would
appear either to have less attractive or, perhaps, less comfortable congre-
gation spaces, or are sufficiently isolated from residents so that gather-
ings there do not disturb people. Knowing how noisy "gathering teenagers"
can be, however, one would suspect the former assumption to be the truer
of the two.
Residents who most frequently complained about "snow removal on
sidewalks" lived on one of the area's two hills: Aspinwall or Corey. It
seems logical that these residents, for whom travelling on foot is difficult
under the best conditions, would find snow-bound sidewalks a very real
concern.
"Park maintenance" was most frequently seen as a problem by resi-
dents of the Corey Hill subarea. Of all the parks in the Middle Beacon
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Area, the Corey Hill Park would seem to be in most need of help. We have
noted in earlier discussions of responses to items on the survey that this
park is a major concern for residents of this subarea.
Finally, "security", both on the street and in the home, was identi-
fied as a major problem in the two subareas adjacent to Boston: Salisbury
and Corey Hill. Whatever the crime statistics may be for the various sub-
areas, the residents in these two areas at least perceive them to be unsafe,
relative to the residents in the remaining three subareas. That this
perception is related to that of proximity to Boston would appear to be
supported by the fact that, in the Upper Beacon Area sample, residents
living south of Beacon Street did not list security as one of the problems
in their area; however, for residents north of Beacon Street, security both
in the home and on the street was the most frequently cited problem there.
To sum up the question of how reliably the instrument indicated
subarea differences, while answers cannot be made with any statistical
certainty, qualitative analyses of the responses themselves seem to reveal
that the differences found in the Brookline study were not simply the result
of unaccounted-for variances in residents' responses, but were the true
reflection of real differences between the five subareas.
3. How Easily Can the Instrument Be Used?
One of the assumptions made at the outset of this study was that no
matter how well the instrument got at how people feel about their areas, it
would have to be relatively easy to use in order to be employed by either
planners or community groups. It was believed that an instrument that was
simple and efficient to use would be attractive to such groups; hence, the
217.
purpose of the study was to develop this kind of tool. Now that an assess-
ment of the performance of the instrument in gathering information has been
made, let us next consider how easy it was to accomplish this task. We will
discuss this in terms of the size of the sample needed and the ease of
administration and evaluation, and will also consider the experience of
one planner in using the instrument.
(a) Sample Size
The reader may recall that, in determining the optimal sample size
for testing the instrument, it was decided that a sample of thirty to
thirty-five randomly chosen persons would probably be more than sufficient
since it is unlikely that an issue or opinion of importance to at least ten
percent of the population would go unrepresented with a sample of that size.
Nevertheless, since one of the features of the instrument to be tested was
its sample size, the sampling/testing was carried out in two waves: the
first contained thirty-five persons, and the second, an additional fifteen.
It was hoped that, by this means, one could ascertain the amount of infor-
mation to be gained from the larger sample.
In actuality, the first sampling wave contained thirty-two randomly
selected residents; the second contained sixteen. In addition, for many
of the items in the final instrument, there were another twenty-one respon-
dents from the pilot survey to count in the analysis. Therefore, for most
items we are able to compare the knowledge gained from the thirty-two
respondents in Wave I with that of a total sample of sixty-nine persons.
In doing this, it was found that, in fact, very little additional
information was gained by enlarging the sample. While the proportion of
those giving a particular response was different between the small and
large samples, the response trends were generally identical. A few examples
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can nicely illustrate this:
- Demographically, the characteristics of the smaller sample (Wave
I) were very similar to those of the larger one. Both contained more
married than single respondents, more respondents who had no children,
more owners than renters, more females than males, and the greatest pro-
portion of respondents having lived both in the area and in Brookline for
one to five years.
- A slightly greater proportion of respondents in the larger sample
had thought of moving from the area (45 percent versus 34 percent in the
smaller one) in the last several years. However, the significant point to
be noted here is that less than half of the respondents had thought of
moving, and this fact is evident from both samples.
- The ways in which residents described their areas (e.g., that
social composition was by far the most frequently referred-to feature, that
convenience was noted by a third of the respondents, and so on), and the
aspects they would show someone to encourage them to move there were basi-
cally similar for both large and small samples. In the latter case, the
larger sample had a slightly greater proportion of respondents who would
show "my neighbors/community" (21 percent versus 16 percent) and slightly
fewer who would show Coolidge Corner (19 percent versus 25 percent).
Nevertheless, with those exceptions, the response trends were identical,
and, significantly, no new features were mentioned by the additional re-
spondents in the larger sample that had not already been cited in the
smaller one. The same can be said for those items one would show a select-
man, and the "ugly" or unpleasant places in one's area.
- The proportion of residents who felt that their area had changed
in the last several years was 71 percent for Wave I only, and a comparable
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68 percent for the total larger sample. Moreover, reactions to this
change were also proportionally similar:
"These changes have made the area as a place to live."
Wave I Total Sample
(n = 32) (n = 69)
Better 13% 15%
Worse 52% 60%
Both better and worse 9% 9%
Can't place value on response 26% 17%
- As a final example, let us compare respondents' predictions for
their area over the next decade:
Respondent "Sees" Area: Wave I Total Sample
(n = 32) (n = 69)
Getting worse 44% 43%
Staying the same 34% 25%
Improving 19% 13%
Is not sure 3% 10%
Doesn't know 9% 9%
Once again, it is clear that the response trend of the smaller sample was
identical to that of the much larger one.
It is evident from the examples above that a randomly selected sample
of thirty to thirty-five persons can arrive at very similar findings to
one more than twice its size. We, therefore, can conclude that once one
launches into interviewing more than thirty persons, the Law of Diminishing
Returns begins to take over (i.e., the effort expended not being worth
the additional information learned). This is particularly true with regard
to the purposes of the study instrument in that, in this case, response
trends can be regarded as sufficiently "precise" without having to worry
about exact proportional fluctuations.
In determining the optimum sample size for this instrument, the user
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-- be it planning agency or community group -- must, to some extent, use
its own judgement. As a general rule, a minimum sample of twenty-five is
recommended since, as illustrated in Figure 3, an issue or opinion of
importance to at least 15% of the population sampled would be unlikely to
go unrepresented with a sample of this size. This would probably be a
sufficient degree of precision for the purposes of these user groups.
Nevertheless, if more precision is desired, as might be the case if one
suspects an area of containing three or more sub-area divisions, this
sample size could be enlarged. For the sake of ease and efficiency, how-
ever, it would seem both unwise and unnecessary to go beyond a sample of
thirty-five for reasons discussed in the section above. In instances
where the user is not aware of any subarea distinctions but suspects that
there might be some, sampling in "waves", as was done in this study, could
easily be accomplished. Here, one would begin with a minimal sample of
twenty-five, and would add additional respondents, if this appeared to be
necessary, as the number of subareas became evident.
(b) Administration and Analysis
The average amount of time needed for the administration of the
interview is twenty minutesI0 . This was found to be a reasonable amount of
time in terms of the commitment it implied for both interviewer and respon-
dent. If one adds to this the amount of time needed to locate a respondent,
gain admittance and answer any questions a respondent might pose, one might
double the total amount of time required per interview to forty minutes.
10. As was mentioned earlier in this report, as an interviewer became more
adept, the time required per interview was reduced. Hence, early on,
an interviewer might need thirty minutes for each interview, while
later on he/she might only need fifteen.
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Therefore, in an eight-hour day, one could theoretically complete ten
interviews. However, interviewing -- particularly the door-to-door kind
-- can be tedious work. In order to minimize this tedium and reduce the
possibility of "sloppy interviewing" brought on by fatigue, it is recom-
mended that an interviewer do no more than seven interviews per day. With
a sample of thirty-five people and a single interviewer, completion of the
survey should take five days, or one work week. Of course, this amount of
time could be cut in half by using two interviewers. The interviews should
be carried out in a continuous fashion rather than some on one day, none
for several days, some the following day, etc. By stopping and starting,
the interviewer never gets into the relaxed pace which allows the inter-
views to progress more easily and rapidly.
The interviewer need have no special knowledge about survey tech-
niques -- instructions on interviewing are to be contained in the instru-
ment. Hence, a willingness to survey door-to-door in people's homes would
appear to be the primary prerequisite.
As is true for most research, gathering the data takes much less
time than analyzing it. In the current study, analysis of the data took
three months -- much too great a time commitment to be useful to planner
or community group users. However, the circumstances of this analysis were
exceptional for several reasons: first, two separate samples had to be
analyzed (i. e., one for the Upper Beacon Area and one for the Middle Beacon
Area); second, the size of the larger of the two samples was much greater
than is recommended for the instrument; and finally, because this was the
initial use of the instrument, methods of analysis had to be worked out
for each item. These three factors together resulted in a lengthy period
of analysis.
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How long should the analysis of the data take under more usual
circumstances? One can, of course, only give an estimated response to this
question; more specific answers must await further use of the instrument.
As an estimate, however, it seems reasonable to expect an average period of
analysis to take about two weeks of full-time work. One can anticipate,
however, that the user -- be it planner or community person -- might need
to know responses to some items more immediately than others. There seems
to be no reason why the analysis of each item must be done in the order in
which it was asked. Therefore, analysis can be undertaken in order of
priority, according to the needs of the user.
In order to carry out the analysis, the only skills one needs to
have are an ability to codify responses in terms of culling key factors
out of generalized responses -- directions for doing this are to be in-
cluded in the instrument -- and an ability to add and calculate proportions.
Methods of analysis have intentionally been kept fairly straightforward and
simple in order to allow for a wide range of users.
(c) One Planner's Experience with the Instrument
In the survey of the Upper Beacon Planning Area, the task of inter-
viewing was shared between this researcher and a planner from Brookline.
This "division of labor" was intended to be a further small test of the
instrument: i.e., how easily a planner could use it. Would a planner have
difficulty doing the interviews? Would he/she find the task attractive,
threatening or tedious? How would the responses elicited by the planner
compare to those obtained by the researcher who has had more interviewing
experience?
The planner, a Senior Planner in the Brookline Planning Department,
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was asked to participate in the study by the Department's director. The
planner was a white male in his forties. He had no prior interviewing
experience, but did have some training in social work. He had been with
the Planning Department for seven years, and had lived in Brookline for
some of that time, although he was living elsewhere at the time of the
study. He defined his job responsibilities as dealing primarily with Board
of Appeals development cases, and working on developing the Town's Capital
Improvement Program. This planner was asked to do ten interviews in the
Upper Beacon Area. He was given a list of ten target addresses, directions
on locating a respondent (e.g., what to do if the target respondent is not
home or refuses to be interviewed), and instructions on what to say and
how to interviewil.
Since the planner was male, there was concern over whether he would
have difficulty gaining access to respondents' homes. If so, this would
be a serious drawback for the instrument. In order to minimize this
problem, the planner, when going out to interview, dressed in a suit and
tie, and carried a letter of identification from the Director of the Plan-
ning Department, as well as several other means of identification, some
with his picture on them. He found that, in fact, he did not encounter a
great many refusals. Some of the early refusals may actually have been
caused more by his own unconscious sense of reluctance -- experienced by
the researcher, a female, as well -- rather than because he was a man.
Undoubtedly, respondents were more hesitant to admit a male interviewer
into their homes; yet, this did not appear to be a major drawback for the
planner.
There was somewhat of a problem about the amount of time the planner
11. These instructions can be found in Appendix A.
224.
needed to complete the interviews. This was primarily due to the fact
that he was not given time-off from his other tasks to do the interviewing,
so that, while each interview lasted an average of only twenty minutes, the
planner generally found he could only squeeze in one or two interviews a
day. Some days, he did not have a chance to interview at all. Hence, it
took him several weeks to complete the ten interviews. As a volunteer
effort, this part-time schedule was both understandable and most appreciated.
Yet, for future use, this very part-time system is not recommended, since it
prolongs the interviewing task to an unreasonable length of time, and never
allows the interviewer to acquire the easy pace resulting from more
continuous experience. This is not to say that a planner must carry out
the interviews on a strictly full-time basis, to the exclusion of other
tasks. This would often be impractical. However, a part-time schedule
which allows for more than two interviews a day would be recommended.
There generally seemed to be no informational differences in the
responses gathered by the planner and those obtained by the researcher.
That is, no discrepancies were noted in the responses elicited by the two
interviewers, and issues found by one were repeated in the interviews of the
other. The planner, moreover, appeared to conscientiously record respon-
dents' answers, generally with an appropriate amount of detail. At times,
however, one would have liked him to have probed responses a bit more than
he did. The importance of probing should be emphasized in the instrument's
instructions on interviewing.
The planner was not asked to do the analysis of his interview data.
This step still needs to be carried out in future tests of the instrument.
In sum, this first limited test of the instrument's use by a planner
seems to have been rather successful. The planner reported that he found
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the interviews not hard to do, although he felt constrained by the limited
amount of time he could give to the task. He had not been bored; rather,
he reported finding the job to be enjoyable, and he particularly found it
fascinating to hear, first-hand, how residents felt about various issues.
Is the instrument simple and efficient? The answer to this question
is clearly a relative one since, in answering, one must consider the alter-
native means for learning how people feel about their areas which are
available to the planner.12 One must consider each according to the
quality of information elicited and the ease with which the information was
obtained.
By doing this for the techniques described in Chapter One, one finds
that the study instrument measures up rather well. For example, unlike
various observational techniques for understanding resident attitudes, the
instrument tested in this study allows the planner to learn of feelings and
attitudes directly by speaking to the residents themselves. Yet, through
random sampling, the planner is assured of a more representative mix of
views than he/she receives either at community meetings or by simply
responding to complaints.
The instrument's technique is simple and straightforward, requiring
little training and/or special knowledge of its users. Nevertheless, it
requires much less time to administer and evaluate than do either large-
scale community surveys (such as those carried out at the University of
Michigan) or participatory processes (such as Ecologue).
Finally, it appears to provide planners with significant new -- and
12. For a review of these techniques, the reader is referred to Chapter
One.
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reliable -- information about the areas for which they must make decisions.
Moreover, it is flexible in that it allows planners to add items regarding
issues about which they are specifically concerned. Hence, one might answer
the question above by saying that this instrument, after its first testing,
promises to be not only simple and efficient, but also extremely useful in
the quality of the information it can provide both to planners and lay-
persons.
4. Beyond the Survey
The true utility of the instrument depends, of course, on the way
the information gained from it is put to use. Different levels of informa-
tion will require different kinds of responses. On one level, the forth-
coming information might be applicable to immediate action. An example of
this in the Brookline data would be complaints about the lighting and
maintenance on several of the Town's paths.
On a second level, particular issues might be raised by the survey
about which the planner feels more information is needed before any action
can be taken. Getting this additional feedback might involve community
meetings or more probing interviews centering around one or two key issues.
The instrument will have helped the planner at this stage by defining both
the issues and the "audience of interest" for a particular issue. Hence,
the planner can more effectively direct additional information-gathering
efforts by this means. An example of an issue for which the Brookline
planners may wish to have more information would be the Washington Square
commercial area. It would seem from the survey that complex sets of
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perceptions and attitudes are involved here: e.g., the planners seem to
emphasize the parking difficulties here as one of its major problems,
yet residents appear to have a much wider range of complaints and opinions
about this area. In exploring these views, however, the planners would be
wise to target their inquiries to the areas immediately surrounding
Washington Square, as these would appear to be the communities most con-
cerned about the future of this commercial area.
On still another level, some of the information should be considered
as "background data": i.e., a means for planners to understand the things
people value about their areas. Future planning decisions concerning these
areas should be weighed against this information, and potential policy should
be evaluated in terms of the effects -- both positive and negative -- it
would likely have on these areal feelings. In the survey, Items 3, 5, 8
and 9 would best provide such information.
Finally, for a community group, the data elicited by the instrument
should help a community in establishing its own planning priorities and
goals. These could then be presented to and worked upon in conjunction
with the Planning Department in the city or town in which that community is
located.
These are ways in which the instrument could be used. Whether or not
this instrument will ultimately prove to be useful, however, is an issue
which still remains to be tested over time. Will the information gained
from using this tool contribute toward responsible planning action? Will
it influence and/or alter planning decisions in positive ways? The ability
to answer these questions can only come with time and use of the instrument,
and will depend on such variables as whether or not planners are willing
to use the instrument, whether they believe what they learn from it, and
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whether they are able to act upon what they learn.
Nevertheless, there is, at least, some early evidence from Brookline
-- discussed above in this Chapter -- that the information gained from the
initial uses of the instrument is beginning to affect the ways in which
the Planning Department there views its planning areas. Having just
received this information, they are already beginning to use it in formu-
lating profiles of the Town's sub-areas for Community Development/Revenue
Sharing and other planning purposes. In addition, this information is
encouraging them to adjust their own images of some of the sub-areas sur-
veyed -- e.g., the Salisbury section -- and to recognize the need for action
in order to change the more negative feelings of residents there. The
specific actions to be taken, however, have not yet been determined. But,
based on what has been learned from the instrument, one might anticipate
that meaningful action in the Salisbury sub-area, for example, would
include: (a) establishing a police-community relations group complete with
a "neighborhood cop" to alleviate fears concerning crime; (b) physically
defining this area from Boston and tying it more into Washington Square
by means of landscaping and traffic pattern changes; (c) encouraging this
community to become more involved in plans to refurbish Washington Square;
and (d) finally upgrading the Driscoll School, both inside and out.
Unquestionably, much of the instrument's data is still being absorbed
by the Brookline planners, and its ultimate influences are still to be
determined. Nevertheless, these planners appear to be interested in the
data, and receptive to the planning possibilities offered. In this chapter,
we have considered the question of whether or not the instrument is useful.
The best answer to this question must be evolved over time, as the instru-
ment has more and more opportunity to be used, and its resulting information
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to be applied. At the moment, we can only address the question: could
this instrument be useful? In the next, and final, chapter we will address
the future by looking at the directions in which the instrument should next
be headed.
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CHAPTER SIX: NEXT STEPS
This report has described the development and initial test of a
planning instrument for exploring how people feel about the areas in which
they live. From the information gained thus far, two questions can be
answered:
1. Is the instrument worth developing further?
2. If so, what directions should this development take?
The potential value of the instrument has already been demonstrated
by the discussion of its utility in the previous chapter. However, before
the instrument is ready to be put to the general use for which it is
intended, it needs to be refined and tested still further. In this chapter,
we will consider the ways in which this might next be done. This will
include a discussion of possible revisions to the instrument, further
approaches to be tested, and an exploration of the standardization pro-
cedures which are to be part of the Final Instrument.
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1. Revisions to the Instrument
The instrument tested in this study grew out of a series of trial
surveys as the result of which various items had been eliminated and several
were added. Almost all of the items of the "final instrument" tested here
had been tried out prior to their inclusion in the final format. Neverthe-
less, after having been tested many more times in the Brookline study, it
is essential to evaluate each item once again in terms of its ability to
elicit clear and useful information. It is evident from the discussion of
responses in Chapter Four that, while many of the items proved to be very
well-suited to probing residents' attitudes and perceptions, some seemed
to be less useful. Since one goal for the instrument is that it be as
brief as possible, it is desirable to identify and eliminate less useful
items.
In addition, we have noted in Chapter Four that there were some
procedural difficulties involved in the survey as well -- e.g., the method
of sampling which allowed for an overabundance of single-family residents
as compared to those in apartments. Possible corrections for these
problems will also be discussed.
(a) Item Evaluations and Revisions
ITEMS EVALUATIONS REVISIONS
1. How long have you Well-suited for obtain- None
been living (a) in ing important back-
(Brookline); (b) in ground data.
this house/apartment?
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2. Here is a map showing
part of (Brookline).
I am particularly
interested in the area
which has been circled
Your house is here.
Within the circled
area, show me the sec-
tion with which you
are most familiar.
3. Let's talk about
this area with which
you are familiar.
Suppose you met some-
one who had never
been to this area and
wanted to know what
it was like. How
would you describe
it to them? (PROBE:
If no mention of
physical elements:)
Describe the looks
of the area, too.
Although the primary
purpose of this item was
to familiarize resi-
dents with the area
under study, it is not
clear that it is impor-
tant to do this. A
secondary purpose was
to help establish and/
or confirm subarea
divisions. Yet, this
item seems not ideally
suited to accomplish-
ing this task, as it
appears to present
somewhat of a chal-
lenge or threat for
some respondents.
The item is useful in
eliciting general per-
ceptions about the
area, and in pointing
up specific subareal
distinctions. More-
over, it appears to
produce resident
images of an area
which are substan-
tially different
from the images held
by planners.
Eliminate this item.
Instead, use the
areal definition
"your area" in sub-
sequent items: e.g.,
"Suppose you met
someone who had
never been to your
area and wanted to
know what it was
like...."
At the conclusion of
the interview, the
respondent might be
given a map of the
general area under
study and asked to
draw a circle
around the area he/
she had been dis-
cussing during the
interview. In this
way, a check on
subarea definitions
could be made, and
the "mental set" of
each respondent
could be estab-
lished.
No substantive revi-
sions. The first
sentence should be
dropped and "this
area" changed to
"your area".
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4. Have you thought of
moving from this
area, for any reason,
in the past few
years? (If "yes":)
Why do you wish to
move? Where would
you move to?
5. If someone you liked
were thinking of mov-
ing into this area
and you wanted to
encourage them by
showing them around,
what things would
you show them, what
would you point
out?
6. Suppose you were
taking a selectman
around your area to
show him the things
you didn't like
about it. What
would you show him?
This item provides a
first glimpse into
residents' dissatis-
factions with an area:
the extent to which
they are dissatis-
fied and some of the
reasons for this.
This item cannot be
used alone to arrive
at reasons for dis-
satisfaction, as
other-than-area-
related factors en-
ter into one's
decision to move or
not. However, this
would appear to be
important informa-
tion for planners to
know.
This item encourages
respondents to think of
the positive qualities
and features of their
areas in more specific
ways than does Item
3. In fact, it appears
to prompt them to con-
sider the possible
"selling points" of
the area -- i.e.,
those factors which
would allow an area to
attract and sustain
residents whom the
respondent would like
to have live there.
This item seems quite
nicely to elicit resi-
dents' practical, tan-
gible complaints
regarding their area.
Moreover, it informs
planners not only of
the complaints them-
None
None
The term "selectman"
is applicable in
only a limited kind
of political juris-
diction. Hence,
this term will have
to be made more
adaptable to differ-
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selves, but of their
extent as well --
i.e., do they concern
only a single sub-
area, a group of
several or all of
them?
Responses are probably
influenced, however,
by residents' percep-
tions of what a select-
man can do and the
issues the selectman
might already be aware
of. Through the media,
Town Meetings, etc.,
residents probably
have a clearer idea of
a selectman's job than,
let's say, that of a
Town planner. More-
over, the practical
terms in which the
item places com-
plaints would appear
useful enough to
warrant bearing with
this possible limita-
tion. However, some
adjustment should be
made to ensure that
one does not miss
those complaints which
residents might believe
a selectman would al-
ready be knowledgeable
about (e.g., in the
Brookline study,
Coolidge Corner might
fall into this cate-
gory).
ent political situa-
tions (e.g., city
councillor, where
appropriate, etc.).
In addition, by
changing "select-
man" to "a candi-
date for selectman"
the problem of pre-
sumed state of
knowledge for a
selectman can be
avoided.
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7. Are there places in
this area which you
think of as particu-
larly unpleasant or
ugly?
8. Has your area
changed in any way
over the past sev-
eral years? How has
it changed? (PROBE if
feelings regarding
change are not ob-
vious:) Do you think
these changes have
made the area bet-
ter or worse as a
place to live?
9. What do you think
will happen to this
area in the next
ten years?
This item seems to
complement Item 6, but
on a more visual/
aesthetic level. Resi-
dents appear not to
utilize the term "ugly"
in a casual way --
mentioning only the
most visually disliked
features.
The changes the resi-
dents perceive in an
area and their feelings
about these are brought
out quite well by means
of this item. In addi-
tion, it usefully re-
veals specifics rela-
ting particular kinds
of changes to particu-
lar subareas.
Nevertheless, at times
it was difficult to
evaluate residents'
feelings regarding
these changes, and the
"probe" had not been
asked.
This is a natural
followup to Item 8,
and seems to corre-
late well with changes
which residents have
perceived in the past.
It is a brief item
both to ask and re-
spond to; yet, the
information it elicits
would seem to be
extremely useful to
planners and other
long-range policy-
makers.
As in Item 8, however,
at times it was
None
Eliminate the option
of probing or not on
the final question
in this item, and
require that the
question be asked
of all those who
have perceived any
change.
If a response is ap-
parently neutral
(e.g., "I see more
younger families
moving into the area")
as opposed to ob-
viously value-
ladened (e.g., "I
feel the area will
become decidedly
more deteriorated"),
the following probe
should be asked:
"Does this mean you
see the area improv-
ing, getting worse,
or staying about the
same?"
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10. Has the (Town of
Brookline) spent any
money on improving
or changing this area
in the past several
years? Do you feel
this was an improve-
ment?
11. Let's suppose that,
at the next (Town)
Meeting, you were
asked to suggest how
the (Town) might
most wisely spend
its money in this
area during the next
year. What recom-
mendations would you
make?
12. (a) Where do you
usually go to shop
for things other
than food?
(b) Do you ever shop
in (Coolidge Cor-
ner)? For what?
How do you get
there?
(c) How do you feel
about (Coolidge Cor-
ner) as a place to
shop? Has the area
changed in the past
several years?
difficult to deter-
mine the values
residents were placing
on their predictions.
As important as the im-
provements which are
mentioned here, are those
which residents fail to
mention. In addition,
this item pinpoints
"improvements" which
tend not to be viewed
as such by residents.
This item does not pro-
duce consensus of re-
sponses, probably
because residents have
differing images about
how money can or cannot
be spent, and the pro-
blems which money can
solve. Moreover,
similar responses seem
to be better obtained
by means of earlier
items: e.g., Item 6.
This was, of course,
one of two "community-
specific" items added to
the Core Instrument at
the request of Brook-
line's planners.
It seems to provide
much useful information
concerning both resi-
dents' activities at
Coolidge Corner, and
their feelings about
this shopping center.
It, in fact, uncovered
a much greater detail of
information than did a
close-ended, street-
None
Drop this item from
the instrument.
These would depend
on the specific needs
and issues of the
area in which the
instrument is being
used.
Nevertheless, in
communities with
changing commercial
areas which are
slated to be up-
graded, this item
would probably be
very useful.
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13. (a) For the items on
the Issue List, please
place a check next to
each, depending on
whether you feel this
is a problem or not
in your area.
(b) Looking back at
those items which you
said were "problems",
which would you be
willing to pay higher
taxes in order to have
them improved?
(c) Now look at those
items you said were
"not a problem". Are
there any services
among them which you
think could be cut
somewhat in order to
maintain or lower
the current tax rate?
corner survey which was
conducted at Coolidge
Corner at about the same
time.
This, the second of the
"community-specific"
items, had a mixed
success. The Issue List
seemed to be useful in
that it nicely summarized
problem issues, particu-
larly in terms of the
subareas. In addition,
it illustrated the rela-
tive degree of magnitude
of some of these issues
for specific subareas.
The questions concerning
the service/tax trade-
offs, however, appear to
have simply confirmed
the planners' suspi-
cions that residents
are not willing to make
a logical tradeoff bet-
ween taxes and services.
While this provides
the planners with some
information -- parti-
cularly regarding the
image many residents
have of Town govern-
ment -- not a great deal
of useful data was
gathered by these
questions.
The Issue List
should probably be
added to the Core
Instrument, with a
few changes:
(1) several of the
items, such as "news-
paper pick-up", and
'path" maintenance,
could be dropped,
with specific com-
munities adding a
relevant issue or
two when they use
the instrument;
'parking" should be
clarified to mean
"Parking one's car";
(2) an additional
column -- "Somewhat
of a Problem" --
should be added, as
many respondents
expressed a need for
this more moderate
category.
I have not yet
thought of a
thoroughly satisfy-
ing way to help
residents recognize
the dilemma of
increasing taxes and
decreasing services.
Perhaps they already
recognize it and
rebel against it as
one of the frustra-
ting and maddening
contradictions of
life today. One
possibility, however,
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might be to ask
residents to suggest
any budget shifts
which would neither
raise or lower
their taxes, but
would improve those
services which they
felt needed it and
reduce spending in
others. In this
way, the decision-
maker might receive
some useful data
concerning residents'
perceptions of rela-
tive municipal
expenditures.
(b) Procedural Changes
Several potentially serious procedural problems became evident as a
result of the Brookline test of the instrument. All of these involved
weaknesses in the method of sampling.
The first problem which became apparent when a demographic comparison
was made between the sample population and the 1970 U.S. Census was that
the former greatly underrepresented residents of multi-family structures
and overrepresented those in single-family units. As a result, the test
sample was unrealistically skewed in favor of homeowners and, thus, was
short on renters.1 The reason for this distortion was directly related to
1. In the Middle Beacon Area, for example, the 1970 Census showed the owner:
renter breakdown to be 20 percent:80 percent. In the sample for that
area, however, 41 percent of the respondents were renters and 59 percent
were homeowners.
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the sampling methodology which allowed for geographical stratification but
did not account for density. Under the "grid system" used in choosing the
sample, more densely-populated locations received the same representation
as those with far less dense conditions. Because of this distortion, the
sample not only underrepresented renters, but similarly seemed to under-
represent younger respondents (e.g., those between the ages of eighteen
and twenty-nine), respondents without children, and short-term residents.
As was pointed out in Chapter Three, planning agencies might actually
prefer using a sample which stresses owners over renters, or at least
equalizes the two groups, as the former tend to be longer-term residents
(i.e., viewed as more "stable"), larger taxpayers and families with
children who have a greater interest in the future of the area and its
facilities, such as the schools. On the other hand, some planning agencies
might wish to have a more proportionally-accurate picture of how an area
is typically viewed by its residents -- i.e., in an area where the majority
of residents rent their units, the information obtained would accurately
represent this majority's view.
A sampling technique which could satisfy both of these preferences,
while still accounting for geographical location to some extent, would,
therefore, be preferable to the original grid method. Under this alterna-
tive system, the area to be studied would be divided up according to
quadrants, with the total study area geographically divided into four
generally equal parts. Then, using a recent "Street List of Persons
Seventeen Years of Age or Over," or a similar resident/street directory,
the user would estimate the number of persons in each of the quadrants and
would divide that by ten.2 So, for example, for a quadrant containing
2. This could be reduced to 8 or 9 if the user desires a smaller sample.
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2,000 persons, there would be ten units of 200 persons each. Then,
starting at either the top or bottom of the resident list for that quadrant
-- determined by the flip of a coin -- every 200th person would be included
in the sample. This "person" would actually represent only a target address
(i.e., the researcher would not seek out that particular person, but would
simply use the address as an interview target), and the procedure for what
to do if the resident at that address is not at home or refuses to be
interviewed would be the same as that described earlier in this report.
In this way, each resident -- whether they rent or own, live in a house
or an apartment, etc. -- has an equal chance of being included in the
sample. However, if the user wished instead to sample only homeowners, the
sample could be drawn from owner lists, rather than street lists of the
total population, and the same procedures would then be followed. This
sampling method has the advantage of being neither exceedingly complex nor
very time-consuming, and avoids the problem of unwanted distortion according
to variations in density.
The second procedural problem evident in the Brookline test was
reflected in the relatively low representation of residents who worked full-
time outside the home, and particularly of men. Only 30 percent of the
interviews were conducted between 5:00 P.M. and 9:00 P.M.; the remainder
were completed during the day.
Once again, it is not clear how this distortion might have affected
the final outcome of the survey; however, the slight overrepresentation of
respondents with children under the age of eighteen, and the apparent
underrepresentation of residents who were full-time students might be
accounted for in this way. In addition, there are indications that those
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who spend a great deal of time in an area, as housewives might, develop a
very different image of that area than do those who live in it but spend
less time there (e.g., see Orleans and Schmidt, 1972). Moreover, it seems
clear that some items, at least, could have benefitted a great deal from
the views of the working residents who were not contacted -- for example,
the item concerning Coolidge Corner.
Interviewing in the evening can, of course, be much more tedious
than it is during the day. Nevertheless, in future uses of the instrument,
it is recommended that 40-50 percent of interviewing be carried out either
during the evening or on weekends.
2. The Need for Further Testing
The fact that the instrument has only been initially tested has been
stressed throughout this report. The apparent success of this initial test
indicates the potential value of the instrument and serves as an encourage-
ment for testing it even further.
Why should more testing be needed? For one reason, as we have seen
in the first part of this chapter, several revisions to the instrument
still need to be made, and these, in turn, must once again be tested before
they can confidently be included as part of a Final Instrument. Moreover,
the instrument, to date, has only been utilized by the researcher and a
single planner whom the researcher was able to monitor; if one is to have
some assurance that this technique can be used by planners, further testing
with a wider group of planner-users must be carried out. Additionally, the
instrument must be tried in a wider variety of settings in order to test
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its general applicability beyond a middle-class, predominantly white, semi-
urban community. For these and several other reasons, which will be
discussed below, the development of the instrument will not be completed
until additional testing has been done. Let us next consider the forms
this testing might take.
(a) Standardizing the Instrument
The first attempts to standardize instruction for using the instru-
ment were developed for the Brookline planner who did some of the inter-
viewing. These can be found in Appendix A. These instructions were not
as complete as they will have to be for future users of the instrument.
For example, the planner did not have to choose the sample, since he was
provided with a list of target addresses. He did not, moreover, carry out
an analysis of the data; hence, both of these sets of instructions did not
have to be developed for him. They will, however, have to be written for
future users.
Developing any standardized format is, by its very nature, a diffi-
cult task. It is, in many ways, impossible to foresee all of the problems
which future unknown users may encounter. Nevertheless, an attempt must
be made to account for a wide range of situations, including those created
by the most inept and/or inexperienced users. In terms of the present
instrument, this involves trying to predict, for example:
- the difficulties a planner might have in defining a "study area",
i.e., deciding how large or small it should be, and what its boundaries are.
- how threatened a planner might be at the hocus-pocus of choosing
a sample; and how one can explain this procedure in a simple, direct way.
- how to word the "community-specific" questions, and how many to
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- the problems a planner may have in locating respondents, and how
to provide a kind of self-evaluation of his/her approach technique.
- the kind of situations the user might encounter during the inter-
view -- e.g., the respondents who want to tell their life histories, or
the one who answers only in monosyllables; how one should handle ambiguous
responses; how to define an "ambiguous response", etc.
- in the analysis, how one might calculate the number and location
of subareas; how to pick out key phrases, and how to consolidate these
into meaningful responses.
One can anticipate, and try to accommodate, some of these difficul-
ties. Others can only be learned and coped with through trial and error.
Thus, before beginning to test the instrument in a wide variety of situa-
tions, a more closely-controlled test, designed to indicate difficulties
with the standardization procedures themselves might first be in order.
One possibility for such a test would involve Brookline once again.
If the Planning Department there were willing to extend its participation,
one or two planners might be asked to use the instrument in another -- but
similar -- area to those already surveyed. The planner who had already
done some interviewing would, naturally, be excluded from participating in
this trial. Carrying out this test in Brookline would have certain advan-
tages: (a) the planners there are basically familiar with the purposes of
the instrument, and have already established a rapport with this researcher.
Hence, communication about difficulties which may arise in the course of
using the instrument may be more readily forthcoming from this group than
it would be from a planning agency recently introduced to the instrument
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and to this researcher; (b) since the area to be tested would resemble
those for which data has already been obtained, a comparative assessment
of the responses elicited by the different interviewers could more easily
be made than it would if the test area were much different than those
initially surveyed. As an incentive to participating, Brookline should be
monetarily reimbursed for this effort.
In spite of any remuneration, however, Brookline may feel it has
already extended enough time to this project. In that case, the cooperation
of another planning agency will have to be sought. Since this researcher
is currently living in the Washington, D.C. area, an agency in that vicinity
would be most expedient in terms of being able to carefully monitor the
test. Once again, however, the area on which the instrument will be tested
should resemble -- at least socio-economically and, as close as possible,
physically -- the areas of Brookline which have been tested to date. Several
of these could probably be located fairly readily in the Washington, D.C.
area.
Procedurally, only written instructions on using the instrument would
be given to the planner(s). After carefully reading these, the planner(s)
would be able to ask questions. Careful note would be made of the areas
of confusion, and the instructions clarified where necessary. Then, fol-
lowing each phase of use (i.e., choosing the test area, choosing the sample,
interviewing, analyzing the data) a meeting would be held to discuss prob-
lems, difficulties or confusions arising during that phase. The planner(s)
would also be able to ask questions at any time during the phases them-
selves; moreover, monitoring would be done during the interview phase (in
the form of reading the already-completed questionnaires) to be sure that
interviewing and response-recording were being correctly carried out. At
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the end of the task, the planners would be asked to evaluate the instru-
ment -- particularly in terms of ease of use relative to knowledge gained.
By concentrating on a single test case, as suggested in this method,
a close monitoring of the instrument's use and a refinement of the stan-
dardized procedures can probably be most easily achieved. However, ques-
tions regarding the general suitability of the instrument in a variety of
areas and with very different types of resident groups cannot be addressed
in this way. This requires still further testing.
(b) The Suitability of the Instrument in a Variety of Settings
Up to this point, the instrument will have been tried out in predomi-
nantly middle-income, moderately-dense communities. Its applicability in
other kinds of areas should next be tested. This could present a formidable
task, unless one tries to anticipate the major community variables which
might significantly affect the instrument. These would include an area's:
socio-economic status, density, regional location, and social stability.
The reader may recall that, for the initial test of the instrument, com-
munities experiencing great social or physical changes3 were excluded from
3. It is this researcher's opinion that this instrument should not be
used in an area at the time it is undergoing major physical changes,
such as those brought on by urban renewal. In this instance, the
area would be experiencing such rapid change that the planner would
probably be wise to put off using the instrument for a year or so
after completion of the change in order to allow things to settle down
a bit. In regard to other physical changes, such as a new development
occurring, the revamping of a shopping area, etc., all communities
experience these from time to time. These changes simply occur as
part of those processes involved in any area. Hence, it seems foolish
to postpone using the instrument in an area because of these more
"usual" kinds of changes.
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consideration, since it was not known how such major changes would influence
the test findings. In this series of tests, however, it seems important to
begin trying to learn a bit about this.
Using the variables listed above, it would be possible to set up
three sets of test situations with two cases in each. The three situations
would involve areas of: (1) low-moderate income/low-moderate density;
(2) low-income/high-density; and (3) upper-middle income/low-density. In
each of these three categories, a stable area and one threatened by social
change would be surveyed. Thus, the instrument would be tested in six
communities, scattered throughout the United States. Either six different
planning agencies would be involved or, if they were willing, several
agencies might test the instrument in two different areas.
Once again, it would be necessary to monitor the planners' compre-
hension of the standardized procedures, and to clarify these where necessary.
In addition, the planners' own evaluations of the instrument -- in terms of
its efficiency and simplicity of use, as well as the quality of new infor-
mation which it produces -- would be considered essential to the test.
Finally, it would be important to learn, both by means of feedback from the
planners and by looking at the actual responses, if these varying groups
of respondents comprehended the items, and were able to answer them easily
and fully. It would also be hoped that, as a result of these tests, it
might be possible to assess the impact that threatened social changes might
be expected to have on residents' responses to the survey.
(c) Use by Community Groups
We have, thus far, primarily been concerned with the planner as user
of the instrument. It is hoped, however, that community groups would also
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find the instrument helpful in gathering the feelings and views of their
areas' residents, and in bringing these to the attention of planners and
other decision-makers.
Therefore, just as it is important to test the instrument out on
planners, it would also be necessary to try it with several community
groups as well. These could probably be identified readily through the
various planning agencies.
In testing the use of the instrument by community groups, one would,
once again, have to carefully monitor the group's comprehension and use of
the standardized instructions, and assess the ease with which the different
phases are carried out.
One can anticipate the need for a somewhat different set of instruc-
tions for these user groups. For example, since many of the communities
would probably involve no more than a single subarea, a sample of twenty
might be sufficient in these cases. In addition, suggestions concerning
the ways in which the information learned from the instrument might be
used would, naturally, be different for community groups than they would
be for planners. Specific use alternatives, however, will depend on a
community's purposes for wanting to use the instrument. The purposes and
action alternatives will best be learned from the communities themselves
which test the instrument.
(d) How Frequently Need the Instrument be Used?
No area is totally static: people move in and out, some buildings
decay while others are fixed up, new shops open, and so on. Each of these
changes will, to some extent, affect residents' views about an area and,
hence, their responses to questions concerning these views. But they will
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affect them to different degrees. Some, for example, will simply alter a
small segment of how the resident feels about his/her area, and a planner
could probably predict the impact of this change quite accurately. An il-
lustration of such a small change might be the renovation of a single house:
residents will probably see this as a positive step, but it will not likely
change their basic feelings about the area. On the other hand, some changes
will significantly alter residents' views; if, for instance, ten homes
become renovated rather than one, residents might begin to have quite a
different feeling about their area. Such "significant changes" can be the
result, over time, of a series of cumulative small changes, or can occur
in one instance (e.g., the development of a public housing project in a
middle-income area).
What does this mean in terms of the instrument? Up until now, we
have only been discussing the single use of the instrument per area. We
must consider, however, the frequency with which the instrument should be
re-used in any given area. The answer to this probably varies with each
area according to the rate at which it has been changing. In more rapidly
changing areas, for example, it may be wise to conduct a survey once a
year. In other areas, however, once every three or four years may be suf-
ficient.
Probably the best judge of how frequently an area should be surveyed
is the planner for it. When he or she begins to be aware of no longer being
sure of how residents feel about the place, the time has come, once again,
to use the instrument.
The desirable frequency for using the instrument in a relatively
stable area can be tested, however, in other ways than by using the plan-
ner's intuition. One can in several years, for example, re-survey Brookline's
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Middle Beacon Area, and compare these responses to those received in the
original survey. Such a test may, in fact, reveal changes of which the
planners had not been aware. Furthermore, they might provide an interesting
sequel to the gloomy predictions which residents had made for the next ten
years.
(e) New Approaches
The instrument, as it has been developed thus far, requires that the
interviews be conducted in each respondent's home. This technique, it was
felt, would allow the interviewer to meet the resident under relaxed con-
ditions, to place responses in an appropriate residential context, and to
establish a face-to-face contact between the resident and the planner-as-
interviewer.
There are, however, some drawbacks to this approach as well. For one,
it can be somewhat time-consuming, as it requires going to a particular
address, seeking admittance, going to another address, and so on. In addi-
tion, some potential interviewers might find the thought of going into
someone's home to be a little threatening, particularly if some of the inter-
views are to be carried out in the evening. Moreover, there is some evi-
dence indicating that face-to-face interviewing may result in some response
distortion, depending on the degree and kind of rapport established between
interviewer and respondent (e.g., Weiss, 1968), For all of these reasons
-- but primarily for the first two -- alternative approaches to "at home"
interviewing might be explored.
One of these would be phone interviewing. This would have the ad-
vantage of allowing the interviewer to remain in one place and simply call
different target residents at home. It could be done just as easily in
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daytime or evening, and on weekends; thus, it can be both fast and effi-
cient.
One can foresee several potential disadvantages, however, to this
approach. It does not, for example, promote a great deal of either rapport
or trust between interviewer and interviewee. Hence, the same amount of
response detail and frank opinion might not be expressed using this
approach as one would achieve face-to-face. Furthermore, if one believes
that an important part of the instrument is the establishment of contact
between the resident, "as a person", and the planner, "as a person", phone
interviews will not accomplish this as well as will the door-to-door
variety.
A second approach to be tried out would still allow for face-to-face
contact, but would be far more efficient than the individual home visit
approach. This would imvolve group interviews, in which randomly-chosen
residents from a single community would be invited to meet at a common loca-
tion. They would, as a group, verbally be asked the items on the survey,
and each participant would be asked to write down his/her responses. At
the conclusion of the interview, a group discussion of the survey, and of
residents' feelings about the area, could be conducted.
In using this approach, of course, the researcher must accept the
residents' responses as they are given; probing and response-clarification
would not be part of this process. This might be a serious flaw, as each
respondent may interpret the items in a somewhat different way. However,
to a large degree, this problem can be minimized through careful wording
of the items. The influence, however, that the group might have on an
individual's responses -- even when these are not being discussed -- presents
a less easily solved potential problem.
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For both of these alternative approaches -- phone surveys and group
interviews -- it will be essential to compare responses with those gathered
by means of home interviewing. These new approaches should, therefore, be
tested in the same areas in which the home surveys have been done. Com-
parisons should take into account the trade-offs between the quality of the
information gathered and the ease with which it was collected. The goal
of the instrument is, after all, to acquire the best information about per-
ceptions and attitudes concerning an area in the easiest way possible.
In this chapter, we have tried to envision ways in which the
instrument might grow beyond its present infancy. Based on the evidence
presented in this report, it seems safe to say that the potential for
helping planners achieve a meaningful understanding of residents' views is
strong. The most significant remaining test, however, will be whether or
not the instrument is used. The instrument presents a kind of challenge to
planners to demonstrate that they do, in fact, want such information enough
to make even a moderate effort to obtain it. Whether or not they accept
this challenge is, of course, a matter only the future will resolve.
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The idea for developing the instrument discussed in this report
evolved from the beliefs that planners want to know how people feel,
in general, about their areas, and that such basic information about
attitudes and values concerning a place could help one more appro-
priately plan for it. Yet, it was felt that, for a planner to willingly
seek such information, the means for doing so would have to be both
inexpensive and relatively brief, as well as non-threatening. A review
of available techniques, however, indicated none which fully satisfied
all of these criteria -- particularly in the broad form in which I saw
such a tool being useful (ie, not simply as a means of eliciting com-
plaints, but as a way of gaining a real understanding of what people
value about a place and would hate to see lost there). If planners
could be provided with such a tool it was hoped that they would even-
tually come to adopt it into their array of established planning tools.
In setting out to attempt to develop this new instrument, it
became clear that this would not be a brief undertaking -- no matter
how brief the instrument itself could be made. The process not only
involved putting together a potentially useful instrument, but also
testing it at a number of different stages and in a number of different
settings. Thus, it was evident that bringing any new instrument up to
the point at which it could be published for general use would involve
more time than one could justifiably commit for one's dissertation.
Nevertheless, the task of developing such an instrument and of initially
testing its validity so as to demonstrate the feasibility of producing
a final, generally applicable tool did not represent an unrealistic scope
of work. If the instrument were found, by means of the dissertation
research, to be promising, further testing could be done in the future.
The history of the development of the study instrument presented
here is intended to serve two purposes: first, it serves as a docu-
mentation, for those who are interested, of the steps leading up to
the final instrument format; and second, it serves to illustrate the
multi-phased procedure which one must go through in developing a complete
research tool.
It should be noted, at this point, that there was some concern
expressed about whether developing such an instrument was actually
achievable, and a task worth undertaking. These concerns were care-
fully considered before any work was begun, and the procedures devel-
oped for testing the instrument tried to account for many of the
implications suggested by these concerns where this could be done. For
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historical purposes, and because they may help explain some of the
procedures which were later followed, these concerns and my responses
to them are discussed briefly below.
CONCERN
1. Since there are no "universal
perceptions", one might have
difficulty obtaining any mean-
ingful consensus, particularly
with the small samples proposed
in this study. Hence, the per-
ceptions of a single sub-sample
(eg, the elderly or couples
with children) might be explored
rather than the population as a
whole.
2. An assumption inherent in
the proposed study is that the
views of the current residents
in an area are the significant
ones to measure. What of the
importance of potential resi-
dents' views which might indi-
cate the direction in which an
area may be heading?
RESPONSE
Such limitations would defeat the
intent of demonstrating the utility of
the instrument in learning how residents
in general feel about an area. I believed
I would find significant consensus re-
garding residents' attitudes; however,
an alternative procedure had to be plan-
ned in the event that I did not. This
involved sampling beyond the first two
"waves" of 50 residents, to another 25
or, if necessary, 50 more in order to
see if consensus would emerge from the
larger numbers of respondents. There
was also the possibility of drawing
this additional sample from one or two
population subgroups, identified by
means of the first sampling and the
planners for the area.
It turned out that this additional
sample was not needed, since a very
significant degree of consensus was
achieved via the first sampling wave.
There are several difficulties
with this criticism, not the least of
which is identifying potential residents
without doing a large regional survey.
One might also challenge the sort of
predetermined destiny for an area which
this view implies. It may well be that
the future of an area is determined by
its perceived desirability as a place
to live based on the kind of area it
currently is, rather than on what it
can or may become. The present resi-
dents are most directly involved in
this process of "becoming", and they
are valuable sources of information for
the planner. The non-resident can
simply relate an overall image of an
area (eg, "it's well-off", "it's dan-
gerous"), but cannot provide the de-
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3. The cost of using this
instrument will be high since
(a) the survey will have to be
done by professional inter-
viewers since planners are too
biased to do it properly; and
(b) a probability sample would
be costly to do.
4. A respondent's more general
feelings about an area should
not be ignored by emphasizing
only its physical elements.
5. Why not simply "buy into"
an existing survey?
tails which go into making up such an
image, or which deal with more subtle
changes occurring in the area.
(a) If the tool is to be a planning
aid, it is not unreasonable to expect
the planner to be able to adequately
carry it out. Some guards against bias
can be built into the instrument both
in the instructions and in the way the
items are worded. This will not elim-
inate all possibilities of bias, how-
ever. Neither can one eliminate such
possibilities by using professional
interviewers. Careful testing and
monitoring of the instrument's use
by a planner with no prior interviewing
experience was carried out, and com-
parisons drawn with this researcher's
responses. No significant differences
in response content were found.
(b) I agree that it would be
unnecessarily time consuming, complex
and, hence, inappropriate to the pur-
poses of the instrument to use a prob-
ability sampling procedure. The pro-
cedure proposed for the instrument in-
volved instead a division of the study
area into grid cells whose number cor-
responded to the size of the sample.
Target addresses were then chosen ran-
domly within each cell, according to
procedures spelled out in more detail
in Chapter Three.
While I am concerned with the
physical aspects of an area since these
represent a large part of the planner's
realm of action, more general feelings
would certainly not be overlooked. In
fact, the items in the survey have been
sequenced to go from those which will
elicit more general kinds of responses
to those dealing with specifics, par-
ticularly with regard to the physical.
An analysis of existing surveys
failed to find any which were either
brief enough, inexpensive enough or
relevant to the purposes established
for the new instrument.
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6. Residents' preferences and This may indeed by so; yet this
satisfactions may, in the end, would also be something useful for the
be based on factors beyond con- planner to learn -- ie, are planners
trol of the planner. trying to accomplish more than is
realistically possible? They might
be more effective if, upon learning
this, they could begin to redirect
efforts into addressing more real-
istic goals.
On still another level, however,
there remain aspects of the environ-
ment over which the planner does have
control, and can, or must, act. The
proposed instrument could be useful in
helping the planner make appropriate
decisions within this realm.
The initial test of the instrument
indicates that, in fact, it has the
potential for doing both: pointing out
areas in which planners must redirect
their efforts, and helping to guide
decisions concerning an area's physical
well-being.
As a first step in developing the instrument, a thorough study was
made of existing techniques for obtaining information regarding resi-
dents' attitudes, perceptions, images and values about their areas.
Each technique was studied for its content -- ie, the indicators which
were used to determine how the resident felt about an area -- and for
its technical suitability in terms of the criteria established for the
new instrument. These, the reader may recall, were that the chosen
approach must: (a) be clearly relevant to planners both in the kinds
of information sought and in the ways used to acquire it; (b) be brief,
inexpensive and relatively simple to administer; (c) be straight-forward
to analyze; and (d) provide accurate information not already known to
planners.
The indicators which seemed most appropriate to the instrument's
purposes, and which needed to be tested further included:
-- Physical descriptions of the area.
- Resident attitudes regarding the area in general: what
it is like to live there, and how the resident feels
about living there.
- Attitudes and values placed on specific physical elements
in the area.
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-- Change: how much has occurred, resident feelings about
it, and how this influences feelings about the area in
general;
-- Resident mobility: attempts or plans to move, reasons
for these.
-- Patterns of area use and familiarity.
-- Images of the area: how does the resident believe out-
siders view it, how has this changed over the past five
or ten years.
-- Attitudes of the City (or Town) regarding this area, as
these are perceived by residents.
Additionally, as a further source of information concerning the
most useful and appropriate content for the instrument, each of the
planners for the Town of Brookline -- the site for initially testing
the instrument -- was interviewed. These interviews actually served
three purposes. First, they allowed this researcher to become ac-
quainted with the general operations of Brookline's Planning Depart-
ment: ie, who the staff members were, the division of labor, and the
functions which the department performed. Moreover, it introduced
the study to the staff. Secondly, it allowed the researcher to "see"
Brookline through the eyes of the planners working there, particularly
regarding the issues which they felt were major in the Town, how they
believed residents felt about these, and the directions in which they
saw the Town headed. Finally, the interview asked the planners to
identify specific issues about which they wanted to know residents'
views -- ie, the most significant questions they,as planners,would
want to ask of Brookline's residents. It was intended that several of
these would be included in the "Community Specific" section of the
pilot survey.
As a result of these interviews, three major issues in Brookline
were identified. The issue most often referred to concerned the
maintenance of a "balanced" housing mix. The emphasis here was not
only on preserving and upgrading existing housing, but on providing
additional kinds of housing to achieve a more diverse population mix.
Apparently, the greater availability of money for construction of
housing for the elderly had resulted in an overemphasis on the
creation of such housing stock in the Town over the past decade.
Planners felt that residents were fearful that the Town was becoming
an enclave for the elderly. Hence, one issue was felt to be the
provision of housing for other population groups, but most particularly
for younger families with children. The second major issue identified
by the planners was closely related to the first: the Town's rapidly
increasing tax rate. More specifically, the planners wondered if
residents understood the relationship between the tax rate, development
and Town services. As the palnners perceived this problem, residents
were concerned, they felt, about paying more for taxes, although they
still wanted to maintain the Town's excellent quality of services. In
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addition, residents were unwilling to accept any increase in density by
development, and supported the process of down-zoning many areas of the
Town. Planners felt that residents "can't have it both ways", and won-
dered how aware people were of these trade-offs.
The third issue identified by the planners concerned the revitali-
zation of the Town's major commercial area: Coolidge Corner. At the time
of this study, Brookline was about to embark on a market study of that
area in an attempt to understand why people no longer shopped at Coolidge
Corner and what might bring them back. Several planners wanted to know if
people actually did shop at Coolidge Corner, what they went there for, or
why they did not go there to shop.
Different techniques for delving into all of the above subject areas
were considered. The sources for these consisted both of techniques
explored in earlier studies which seemed to fit the criteria established
for the new instrument, and considerations of new approaches for ac-
quiring such information. From these, the first pilot survey format
evolved.
The Pilot Surveys
A. Form One.
1(a). How long have you been living in (Brookline)?
(b). How long have you lived in this house/apartment?
2(a). Where did you live before you moved here?
(b). Was the area in which you lived before similar to
this one where you now live? In what ways is it
similar? How do the two areas differ?
(c). Of these two areas, which do you prefer living in? Why?
(d). Why did you choose to move to this area in particular?
3. Let's talk about the area of (Brookline) in which you now
live. Does it have a name, as far as you know?
4. Here is a map showing part of (Brookline). I am particularly
interested in the area which has been circled. Your house is
here. Within this area, show me the section with which you
are most familiar.
5(a). How would you describe the larger area (ie, the whole area
which has been circled) to someone who had never been here
and who wanted to know what it was like? 1
(b). Now, how would you describe the area with which you are
1. Source: K. Lynch (1977).
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most familiar to someone who wanted to know what it
was like?
6(a). If a friend were visiting the area for the first time,
and you wanted to show him or her the good things about
it, what would you have him see? 2
(b). What would you not want him to see?
7(a). Now that you've talked about the good things in your
area, what do you like best about the area?2
(b). What do you like least about this area?
8(a). Are there any places in this area which you would describe
as being "beautiful"? 3
(b). Are there any places in this area which you consider to
be "ugly"?
9. Are there any places in this area which you try to avoid
for one reason or another? What are they? Why avoid them?
10. Has your area changed in any way over the past several years?
(If Yes) What do you think the reason for this change has
been? How do you feel about this change?4
11. Over the past five or ten years, has this area become a better
place to live, or not as good, or has it stayed about the
same? In what ways? 5
12. What changes would you like to see made in this area?
13. What aspects of this area do you think might be in danger
of being changed over the next few years?
14. What do you think will happen to this area in the next ten
years? 6 How do you feel about that?
15. If you were planning to move, do you have any idea of the
kind of area you would like to move to?
16. Have you actually thought of moving from this area, for any
reason, in the past few years? Why? Where to?
17(a). When you're out driving, sometimes you might pass an area
2. Based on similar items by M. Potter, et al.
3. Based on an item by K. Lynch (1977).
4. Source: Brookline Planning Department (1975).
5. Source: M. Potter, Ibid.
6. Source: K. Lynch, Ibid.
272.
and think: "That would be a nice place to live". Think
about such a time. What about that area made you think
it would be a "nice place to live"?
(b).Is this similar to or different from the area you live
in now? How?
(c).What aspects of an area would lead you to believe it
would not be a "good place to live"?
18. How do you think other people in this area feel about
living here?
19. Would you say that most of the people around here are
the same kind of person you are, or are some or most of
them different? In what way would you say they are different? 7
20(a).What do you think other Brookline residents who live out-
side of this area think about this area?
(b).What "picture" do you think comes to their minds when
they think about this area? That is, are there any
specific features of the area which you would expect
them to think of?
21. When you tell someone who lives in Boston where you live,
what do you tell them. (if Respondent says "Brookline", ask:)
If they ask: "Where in Brookline?" what do you say?
22(a).How do you feel the (Town of Brookline) feels about this
area as compared to other areas in (Brookline)?
(b).Do you feel they give enough attention to this area?
Should they give more? To what aspects?
23(a).Do you ever go to Town meetings dealing with physical
improvements for (Brookline) or for your area? (If Yes):
Do you attend meetings often or only on special occasions?
(b).Do you feel things usually get accomplished at these
meetings?
24(a).Do you know if the Town has spent any money on improving
or changing this area in the past several years? (If Yes):
How was the money spent? What do you think about how the
money was spent?
(b).If the Town only had a limited amount of money to spend
on this area this year, what three things would you
recommend they spend it on? Which of these three would be
the most important item to address first? Then which?
7. Source: M. Potter, Ibid.
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25(a). Where do you usually go to do your shopping (both
grocery and other)? How do you get there -- car, bus
or what?
(b). Do you ever shop in Coolidge Corner?(If Yes): For what?
How do you get there? How do you feel about Coolidge
Corner as a place to shop? (If No): Why not?
26. Would you rate the services in Brookline as: Very Good,
Good, or Not so Good? Do you feel the quality of
services has Improved, Stayed About the Same, or Gotten
Worse in the last few years? Why do you suppose this
has happened?
27. Which of the following groups do you feel are adequately
supplied by housing in (Brookline):
(a) Young single people
(b) Young couples with no children
(c) Couples with young children
(d) Couples with older children
(e) Low income families
(f) The elderly
28. Here are a few photographs of places not far from your
home. (Show Photo #1): Is there anything about the area
shown which you like? Anything you don't like? Do you
happen to know which street this is? (If so): What was
it in the picture that helped you recognize it? 8
29. Finally, please draw a map of your area for me, and
show me whatever you think is important in it.
30-37. Background data.
It should be immediately evident to the reader that this pilot
survey is far too long and cumbersome for the purposes for which it was
intended. Many of the items in it are redundant, and others are quite
wordy. Nevertheless, the pilot survey is simply an exploratory stage
for weeding out less useful items, and discovering the best way to
obtain the desired information. The survey listed above required about
one hour to administer. The final survey, it was hoped, would require
less than half that time. The criteria for assessing the "success" or
8. These were good quality 3 " by 5" black and white photos mounted on
5 " by 7" white cardboard sheets. An attempt was made to represent,in
these photographs, examples of the wide diversity of housing types and
residential settings in the study area, as well as views of the commer-
cial facilities there.
9. Based on K. Lynch (1960).
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appropriateness of each item are listed in Chapter Three, "Testing
the Instrument", and will not be repeated here.
Using these criteria, it was evident that some changes to the
survey could be made after six interviews had been done. This re-
sulted in a new format in which items 8(a), 13, 18, 19 and 23(b) were
eliminated, a few items were reworded, and the following section was
added to Item 5:
5(c). Think about this area for a minute and picture
yourself driving or walking through it, let's
say starting from your home. Describe to me
those things that you see along the way that you
really like, and those you don't care for too much
or would like not to have to see. (Be sure the
respondent defines where he/she is "touring"). 10
In addition, an alternate item to Item 27 was included, to be asked
of every other person interviewed. This consisted of an Issue List
for which respondents were asked to indicate whether each was a
"problem" or not in their area. The issues listed were: traffic/
noise, parking, maintenance of buildings, teenagers hanging-out,
need for tree replacement, park maintenance, street and path main-
tenance, the accessibility and adequacy of commercial facilities,
street lighting, taxes, new development, safety/security on the
street and at home.
After trying this second format on another eight respondents,
it became evident that Items 2(d), 3, 5(a), 6(b), 7(a), 12, 15, and
23(a) could also be eliminated. In addition, it appeared that Item
26 was not really assessing respondents' awareness of the trade-offs
between taxes and services, so the following question was added:
Are you willing to pay increasing taxes to
maintain or improve the level of services in
Brookline?
Finally, the "photograph" item was restructured as follows:
Here are some photographs of places not far
from your home. From this group, would you please
pick out those scenes which you feel you really
like for one reason or another. What do you like
about each of these? Now pick out those which you
really don't like. Why not?
10. Based on an item by W. Sims (1973).
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Using this modified format, another seven interviews were
conducted; thus, a total of 21 pilot interviews were carried out.
At this point, it was felt that the potential usefulness of each
survey item had been adequately tested, and final judgements could
be made concerning which were valuable to keep, which needed some
changes or clarifications, and which should be omitted. Since the
survey format was still far too long in spite of the fact that some
items had already been eliminated, it was essential, at this stage,
to be fairly ruthless in judging the value of each item to the in-
strument as a whole. Some items were clearly not "working" well,
in that they were not getting at either interesting or useful in-
formation. Others, while eliciting responses which might be inter-
esting under other circumstances, did not seem to produce very useful
information in terms of the purposes of this instrument. Still others
were potentially very useful, but needed some refinement or clari-
fication. The table below summarizes the "fate" of each item of the
pilot format, and gives the reason for it, where appropriate.
ITEM NUMBER DECISION REASON
Kept as is.
Omitted parts (b),(c),
and (d).
Was omitted during
the earlier pilot
phase.
Kept as is.
(a) Omitted, (b)
kept as is.
Omitted; replaced by:
" If someone you
liked were thinking
of moving into this
area and you wanted
to encourage them
by showing them
around, what things
would you show them,
what would you point
out?"
The information obtained via
these questions could be gotten
at more successfully in other
items.
Did not produce very useful
information in terms of this
instrument.
The wording of this item tended
to elicit "tourist" responses--
ie, respondents seemed to think
they had to show attractions
in the area which might interest
a visitor or tourist (eg, the
J.F.Kennedy birthplace). The
new item would, it was hoped,
get at the more residential day-
to-day advantages of living in
the area.
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ITEM
7.
8.
9.
10.and 11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
DECISION
Omitted. Part (b)
replaced by:
"Suppose you were
taking a selectman
around your area to
show him the things
you didn't like
about it. What
would you show
him?"
Omitted (a). Kept
(b) and modified
it to "unpleasant
or ugly".
Omitted.
Combined into one
item.
Omitted earlier in
pilot study.
Omitted earlier in
pilot study.
Kept as is.
Omitted earlier in
pilot study.
Kept as is.
Omitted.
REASON
Responses to (a) could be ob-
tained via the new Item 6 or
Item 5(b). The "like least"
part of this question yielded
more individualized or personal
dislikes (eg, "my neighbor").
While these might be of general
interest to know, in terms of
its utility for the purposes
intended for the instrument,
the more action-directed form
of this question was felt to
be more useful.
Asking for "beautiful" aspects
seemed to produce very person-
al aesthetic judgements. This
was not the case, however, for
the "ugly" aspects.
This item was not generally
understood, and did not
appear to be potentially very
useful.
Did not yield information
which could not be better
acquired via other items.
Not a very clear or successful
way to ask about change. Item
14 was much better in this
regard.
Did not elicit information
useful for the purposes of
this instrument.
This is an interesting question
for another kind of study (eg,
one dealing with ideal resi-
dential environments). For
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ITEM
18. and 19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
DECISION
Omitted earlier
in pilot study.
Omitted.
Omitted.
Omitted.
Omitted.
(a) Kept.
(b) Revised:"Let's
suppose that, at
the next Town meet-
ing, you were asked
to suggest how the
Town might most
wisely spend its mon-
ey in this area during
the next year. What
recommendations would
you make?"
REASON
example, for many residents,
a "nice place to live" was
one with a suburban image,
whereas the places they would
not like living in were more
urban in character. Yet, the
item was omitted because it
did not directly relate to the
reality of where respondents
are presently living -- the
focus of the instrument.
Both items did not elicit
information which was of
direct relevance to the
purposes of the study.
Again, while responses to this
item could be considered of
general interest, they seemed
to be less directly relevant
to the purposes of the study.
Moreover, many of the major
qualities described also
emerged in responses to other
items.
Did not yield much useful, new
information.
Responses to this item could
be more effectively elicited
by Item 24 (a).
Did not yield much useful
information for the purposes
of this study.
Respondents had some diffi-
culty in assuming the Town's
"role" in deciding how money
should be spent; the new
wording allowed them to re-
main in the role of residents.
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ITEM
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
DECISION
Kept, with small
revisions in
wording.
Revised:
respondents were
to be handed an
Issue List and
asked to identify
each as a problem
or not. They were
then asked which
"problems" they
would be willing
to pay higher
taxes for in
order to improve
them, and which
services they
felt could be re-
duced in order to
lower or maintain
the current tax
rate. (For the
up-dated Issue
List, see Figure
18.)
Omitted.
Omitted.
Omitted.
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REASON
The original item did not
seem to convey the conflict
between high taxes and the
continued high quality of
services. It was hoped that
this revised item would allow
residents to identify problems
they might be willing to pay
more in order to alleviate, or
services they might willingly
cut back on -- ie, convey some
useful information to decision-
makers in the Town.
Not particularly useful.
This produced responses of
some interest but, as in
Item 17, these were not very
relevant to the purposes of
this instrument. Moreover,
the technical problems of
quality and content control,
and the perceptual difficult-
ies one always encounters with
photographs, made the value
of this item for large-scale,
general use very questionable.
This technique seemed to re-
quire more time than was de-
sirable for this instrument.
Moreover, it presented potential
problems of use and interpre-
tation on a general scale.
In my area, this is:
ITEM A PROBLEM NOT A PROBLEM
Traffic/Noise
Parking
Building Maintenance
Garbage Pick-up
Newspaper Pick-up
Teenagers Hanging-out
Snow Removal on Streets
Snow Removal on Sidewalks
Recreational Programs for
Children and Teenagers
Recreational Programs for Adults
Park Maintenance
Street/Path Cleaning and Maintenance
Street Lighting
Safety and Security on the Street
Security in the Home
Quality of Public Education
Figure 18.The Issue List in the final survey format.
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The result of this elimination and revision process was a survey
format which was trim, took relatively little time to administer, and
could efficiently find out how residents felt about their area. The
complete format of this final survey has been described in Chapter
Three, as have the details of its testing phase, including sampling
procedures and so on.
Interviewing Instructions for the Planner
The reader may recall that ten interviews in the Upper Beacon
Area were conducted by one of Brookline's planners. Although the
primary intention for having the planner do some of the interviewing
was to see how easily and reliably a planner could use the survey,
this event also provided an opportunity for testing the feasibility
of using standardized instructions to explain the instrument's use.
Therefore, the planner who was to do the interviewing was given no
verbal instructions; nor had he ever been trained in interviewing
techniques. He was instead provided with a set of Interviewing
Instructions; he was asked to read these 1 arefully,and then asked
if he had any questions concerning them. For a complete set of
the Interviewing Instructions, the reader is referred to Figure 19.
The Planners' Interviews
At the completion of the residents' survey, each of the planners
employed by the Brookline Planning Department was interviewed. Since
one of the primary tests of the instrument's utility was to be its
ability to provide planners with significant information not yet
known to them, this round of interviews was intended to determine
the knowledge these planners already had of the subjects explored
in the survey.
In these interviews, the planners were asked to imagine them-
selves to be residents of the study area:
"As you know, I have, for the past few months,
been interviewing residents of Brookline to find
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11. In fact, he had no questions.
Figure 19. INTERVIEWING INSTRUCTIONS
There are several things you should know, both about the
procedure of interviewing and about the interview itself, before you
go out to interview. At the outset, this list of instructions may
seem to be somewhat lengthy; however, after a few interviews, the
whole thing becomes rather habit-forming. It is important that you
read over the instructions below quite carefully, so that you will
easily know what to do when you get out in the field.
BEFORE YOU GO OUT:
You will need to have an identification letter prepared before
you go out interviewing. This should be a letter from ( the dir-
ector of the Brookline Planning Department), on Planning Department
stationery, which says something like:
"Dear Brookline Resident,
The bearer of this letter is (Planner's name). He
is a planner working with the Brookline Planning
Department. He is assisting in a study which is
attempting to document how Brookline residents feel
about the areas in which they are living.
If it is convenient, we would hope you could
spare a half hour of your time to share your views
with him."
As you might expect, the way you are dressed is not an in-
significant factor in determining whether people will agree to speak
with you or not. The more professional or "legitimate" looking you
appear, the more likely it is they will speak with you.
Before you set out, be sure your "interview packet" includes:
1. The above letter
2. The map section showing the area you are studying
3. The Questionnaires and the Issue Lists
4. The list of addresses
5. A pad of paper in case you need it
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Figure 19. (continued)
CHOOSING A RESPONDENT:
You will have a list of specific "target addresses" in the study
area. Each address represents one interview. Start with the first
address on this list and proceed down the list in order. If the
address on the list happens to be a single family house, just ring
the bell or knock. If it is a two-family home, flip a coin to
decide which unit to ring first (HEADS = the unit on the top or
the one to the left). If the address is an apartment building,
close your eyes and randomly choose a bell to ring.
If the person at this address is not home or refuses to be
interviewed, follow the procedure below:
1. If the address is a single-family house, proceed to the
next house immediately to the right of the address on the list. If
you fail to get an interview at this house as well, go to the house on
the right, and so on, until you finally get one. If, in the course of
doing this, you run out of houses "to the right", go back to the original
address and follow this procedure on houses to the left of it. If the
address on the list is located on a right-hand corner (in which case,
there would be no houses to its right), go to the houses to the left of
it instead.
2. If the address is a two-family house, ring the other
bell in that house. If you get no response here either, proceed to
the next house to the right as in #1 above.
3. If the address is an apartment building and you get no
response from the first bell you have rung, ring the numerically next
bell (eg, if you originally had rung apartment #6, next ring apartment
#7), and so on until you get a response. If, as sometimes happens, the
person lets you into the building and then, once you get up to their
unit, they refuse to see you, simply knock on the door of the next
apartment directly to the right of that one and keep going around to
the right until you get a response. In buildings which have only a
few apartments to a floor and/or where you have failed to get a response
from any units on a floor, go to the next floor directly above the one
you were on -- unless it was the top floor, in which case you would then
go to the floor directly below and start with the first unit opposite
the stairwell.
When a person answers the door, say (in a friendly manner):
"Hello. My name is . I am a planner in the
Brookline Planning Department. We are doing a study
to find out how people in Brookline feel about the
areas in which they live. Would you care to see a
283.
Figure 19. (continued)
letter verifying my credentials? (SHOW THE LETTER.) Can
you spare a little time to speak with me?"
If they ask how long the interview will take, tell them: "It
will only take about twenty minutes to a half hour."
ADMINISTERING THE INTERVIEW:
There are some basics to know about the interview and about
interviewing in general:
1. Always ask the questions in the order shown.
2. Record responses as thoroughly as possible. Different
interviewers have different techniques for doing this. Some, including
myself, just write the answers down almost word for word as they are
given. This requires that you write very rapidly. Other interviewers
prefer to write down key words of the response and then, immediately
after the interview, they write out the answers more fully. This
allows you to be slightly more organized in your thoughts. I don't
care which method you use -- use the one with which you are most
comfortable. I simply ask that the responses be recorded in a way
that will accurately represent what the respondent said, and will be
understandable for me to read later on.
3. Some people may start to tell you their opinion of things
in their area before you even begin to ask them questions. If this
happens, have your questionnaire in full view and, interrupting as
gently as you can, say that you feel sure they'll get a chance to tell
you all this in the course of the questions. Then begin with Item 1.
4. Remember, there are two goals in this study: one is to
get at as much information as possible about how the resident feels
about this area, but the other is to do this within a reasonable
amount of time (ie, about a half hour maximum). So, don't rush a
respondent if you feel he/she is likely to give you further useful
information on a question. But, if you feel the respondent is
simply rambling or repeating himself, try to gently cut him off by
going on to the the next question.
5. For most of the questions (eg, Questions #3,5,6,7,8,
9,10,11), if the respondent only gives a very brief or, in your opinion,
superficial answer, you should feel free to encourage him to respond
further. The way to do this is to day: "Is there anything else ypu
284.
Figure 19.(continued)
would say about this?" or "Is there anything else you can think of?".
NEVER SUGGEST AN ANSWER TO A RESPONDENT. If you do ask the "anything
else" question, when you record the answer, put a question mark in
parentheses (?) before their response. Please note that this means
of encouraging responses is different than the PROBES you are supposed
to ask for some items. You can ask the "else" question even in cases
where you are also supposed to probe for different aspects of a response.
6. In addition to the "anything else" question, if a respon-
dent answers a question with a vague and ambiguous response,you should
ask: "What do you mean by ?". For example, in responding
the Item #3, the respondent may describe his area by saying it is a
"nice residential neighborhood". Since this can mean anything and
would, therefore, not be of much help to a planner in its vague state,
you should ask "What do you mean by 'a nice neighborhood'?". Whenever
you don't understand what a respondent means, or whenever you feel the
response is too vague to be useful, ask this "what do you mean" query.
7. Most of the questions are straightforward. However, there
are some specific notes to bear in mind:
(a). In the questionnaire, I have used CAPITAL LETTERS
to designate directions to the interviewer. R means "Respondent".
(b). Item #2. Try to pin the R down to an area. If
he/she says something like, "Oh, I know the whole area", say: "But are
there some parts you know best?". Once they name an area, record this
by street boundaries.
(c). Item 14. This is an optional question. Each time
you show the set of photographs, be sure to rearrange the order in which
you show them. Show them by handing them, one at a time, to the R.
Make sure that when you record the responses, you note the number of
the photo (written on the back of it) to which a given response per-
tains.
After you leave the respondent's house, fill out the information
on the bottom of page 5 and write the address of the R on both the
top of the first page of the interview form and on the top of the Issue
List. Fill in any responses or additional notes you might wish to make
regarding the interview.
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out how they feel about the areas in which they
live; most particularly, their perceptions and
attitudes about their areas. Now I'd like to
find out what the planners of Brookline feel
these attitudes might be. Let's begin by look-
ing at a map:
(Here the planners were shown the same map of the
Middle Beacon Area that had been shown to residents.
See Figure 1(a). for this map.)
"This is one of the Town's Planning Areas. I
would like you to respond to the questions I will
ask you as if you were a resident of this area.
(If the planner said that he/she could not respond
to the whole area since it is made up of several
different parts:) 12
"Could you point out the different sections of
this area for me?" ( The interviewer would then
select one section and ask the planner to respond
as a resident of it. Otherwise, planners would
respond as if residents of the area in general.)
In the role of a resident, each planner was then asked Items
3 through 13 of the final format.
Later, however, some doubts about the validity of this approach
arose. Specifically, there was some concern about the kind of "resident"
each planner imagined himself to be. It appeared that some planners
did try to play "typical resident" as they envisioned this role to be,
while others simply played themselves as if living in the study area.
These differences in the bases of response made comparisons very diff-
icult to draw. Hence, another series of interviews with each planner
was carried out. This was done six months after the previous round,
which reduced the chances that the planners would recall their earlier
responses. The complete format of this follow-up interview is given
in Figure 20.
The results of these interviews, and a comparison between residents'
responses to each of the items and the planners responses can be found
in Chapter Five, "Is the Instrument Useful?"
12. Actually, only one planner responded in this way. He then
answered the items as if he were a resident of the Corey Hill
subarea.
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Figure 20. Follow-up Interview with the Brookline Planners
You may recall that I have been trying, in the Brookline study
I have conducted, to develop a simple means for planners to extend
their knowledge about areas for which they are making planning de-
cisions. So I have asked residents how they feel about various aspects
of the areas in which they live.
I would like you to play a kind of guessing game with me now in
trying to imagine how these residents answered some of the items on
the questionniare. In an earlier interview, I asked you to respond
as if you were a "typical resident"; now I am asking you to imagine
how the majority of residents responded. I don't,by any means, ex-
pect you to know the answers to the questions I will ask -- only
that you try to imagine what most of the people might have said.
(SHOW THE BASE MAP) Here is the area in which the survey was conducted.
I am particularly interested in the area encircled by the black line --
this is Planning Area 4 and 5. I asked residents the following
question:
SUPPOSE YOU MET SOMEONE WHO HAD NEVER BEEN TO THIS AREA AND WANTED TO
KNOW WHAT IT WAS LIKE. HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE IT TO THEN?
1. What do you think were the major aspects or qualities of the area
described by most of the residents? Could you rank these according
to frequency of mention -- with the most frequently mentioned item
first, and so on.
HAVE YOU THOUGHT OF MOVING FROM THIS AREA, FOR ANY REASON, IN THE
PAST FEW YEARS?
2. What would you expect was the proportional split between residents
who have thought of moving from the area versus those who have not
thought of doing so?
IF SOMEONE YOU LIKED WERE THINKING OF MOVING INTO THIS AREA AND YOU
WANTED TO ENCOURAGE THEM BY SHOWING THEM AROUND, WHAT THINGS WOULD
YOU SHOW THEM, WHAT WOULD YOU POINT OUT?
3. What would you expect were the major things residents most
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Figure 20. (Continued)
frequently said they would point out? Please rank these according to
the frequency mentioned -- with the most frequently mentioned item
first, and so on.
SUPPOSE YOU WERE TAKING A SELECTMAN AROUND YOUR AREA TO SHOW HIM THE
THINGS YOU DIDN'T LIKE ABOUT IT. WHAT WOULD YOU SHOW HIM?
4. What do you think were the three most disliked aspects that
residents said they would show? Rank these from most to least
disliked.
HAS YOUR AREA CHANGED IN ANY WAY OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS? (IF
"YES":) DO YOU THINK THESE CHANGES HAVE MADE THE AREA BETTER OR WORSE
AS A PLACE TO LIVE?
5. What would you expect was the proportional breakdown between
residents who felt the changes which had occurred had made the area
better as a place to live versus worse?
WHAT DO YOU THINK WILL HAPPEN TO THIS AREA IN THE NEXT TEN YEARS?
6. What was the proportional breakdown between residents who viewed
this area as : getting better, staying about the same, or getting
worse?
FINALLY, I GAVE RESIDENTS A LIST OF ITEMS AND ASKED THEM TO PLACE A
CHECK NEXT TO EACH DEPENDING ON WHETHER THE ITEM WAS A PROBLEM OR NOT
IN THEIR AREA. (Hand planner an Issue List)
7. Please rank the following items according to the frequency with
which you believe residents labelled them as "Problems". Put the one
which was identified as the greatest problem first, the next one
second, and so forth,down to the issue which is least a problem.
8. The black line on this base map delineates a Planning Area. When
you think of this area, do you consider it as a single entity, or do
you divide it up in some way? How?
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Figure 20. (continued)
Please rank the following items according to the frequency with which
you believe residents labelled them as "Problems". Put the one which
was identified as the greatest problem first, the next one second, and
so forth, down to the issue which is least a problem.
Traffic/Noise
Parking
Building Maintenance
Teenagers Hanging-out
Snow Removal on Streets
Snow Removal on Sidewalks
Recreational Programs for Children/Teenagers
Park Maintenance
Street/Path Maintenance
Safety/Security on the Street
Security in the Home
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APPENDIX B.
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF THE BROOKLINE DATA
(1) MIDDLE BEACON AREA
(2) UPPER BEACON AREA
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QUESTIONNAIRE - BROOKLINE STUDY
1. (a) How long have you been living in Brookline?
(b) How long have you lived in this house/apartment? [CHOOSE APPROPRI-
ATE WORD]
2. [SHOW R BASE MAP OF STUDY AREA]
Here is a map showing part of Brookline. I am particularly interested
in the area which has been circled [POINT OUT]. Your house is here
[POINT OUT]. Within the circled area, show me the section with which
you are most familiar. How is it you are so familiar with this parti-
cular area?
3. Let's talk about this area with which you are familiar. Suppose you
met someone who had never been to this area and wanted to know what it
was like. How would you describe it to them?
[PROBE ONLY IF NO MENTION OF PHYSICAL ASPECTS:] Describe the looks of
the area, too.
4. Have you thought of moving from this area, for any reason, in the past
few years? Why do you wish to move? Where would you move to?
5. If someone you liked were thinking of moving into this area and you
wanted to encourage them by showing them around, what things would you
show them, what would you point out?
6. Suppose you were taking a selectman around your area to show him the
things you didn't like about it. What would you show him?
7. Are there places in this area which you think of as particularly un-
pleasant or ugly?
8. Has your area changed in any way over the past several years? [IF
"Yes":] How has it changed? Do you think these changes have made the
area better or worse as a place to live?
9. What do you think will happen to this area in the next ten years?
10. Has the Town of Brookline spent any money on improving and/or changing
this area in the past several years? [PROBE FOR EACH ITEM MENTIONED:]
Do you feel this was an improvement?
11. Let's suppose that, at the next Town Meeting, you were asked to suggest
how the Town might most wisely spend its money in this area during the
next year. What recommendations would you make?
12. (a) Where do you usually go to shop for things other than food? [IF R
ASKS YOU TO DEFINE "THINGS", SAY: Like clothing, household items,
furniture...].
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(b) [IF NO MENTION OF COOLIDGE CORNER:] Do you ever shop in Coolidge
Corner? For what? How do you get there?
(c) How do you feel about Coolidge Corner as a place to shop? Has the
area changed in the past several years?
13. (a) [HAND R AN ISSUE LIST] You've already told me how you feel about
many things in your area. There are a few others I'd like to know
about. For the items on this list, please place a check next to each,
depending on whether you feel this is A PROBLEM or NOT A PROBLEM in
your area.
(b) Looking back at those items which you said were "Problems", which
would you be willing to pay higher taxes for in order to have them im-
proved?
(c) Now look at those items you said were "Not a Problem". Are there
any services among them which you think could be cut somewhat in order
to maintain or lower the current tax rate?
0 Deana Duboff Rhodeside 1978
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(1) MIDDLE BEACON AREA
293.
(1) Middle Beacon Area
Item 1. (a) How long have you been living in Brookline?
A. Total Sample (n = 69)
Number of Years
Under 1 yr.
1-5 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
Frequency
6
25
5
9
11
13
B. By Subarea
Subarea
Coolidge Corner
Corey Hill
Salisbury
Aspinwall Hill
Griggs Park
Number of Years
Mean Median
5.6 3.0
14.4 12.5
10.2 6.0
15.3 11.0
7.6 3.0
Range
6 mos.-20
1-38 yrs.
4-20 yrs.
6 mos.-38
6 mos.-38
C. Frequency Rankings for Sampling Waves
(from most to least frequent)
Wave I
1-5 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
16-20 yrs. .tied
11-15 yrs.
Under 1 yr.
6-10 yrs.
Waves I + II
1-5 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
Under 1 yr. tied
6-10 yrs. )
Waves I, II, Pilot
1-5 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
Under 1 yr.
6-10 yrs.
Item 1. (b) How long have you lived in this house/apartment?
A. Total Sample (n = 69)
Number of Years
Under 1 yr.
1-5 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
Frequency
12
25
8
8
7
9
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Percent
9
36
7
13
16
19
yrs.
yrs.
yrs.
Percent
17
36
12
12
10
13
B. By Subarea
Subarea
Coolidge Corner
Corey Hill
Salisbury
Aspinwall Hill
Griggs Park
Mea
2.
11.
9.
14.
4.
Number of Years
n Median
85 1.5
9 9.0
3 6.0
7 8.0
8 1.5
Range
3 mos.-10
1-38 yrs.
4-18 yrs.
2 wks.-39
3 mos.-22
C. Frequency Rankings for Sampling Waves
(from most to least frequent)
Wave I
1-5 yrs.
Over 20 yrs.
Under 1 yr.
11-15 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
Waves I + II
1-5 yrs.
Under 1 yr.
Over 20 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
Waves I, II, Pilot
1-5 yrs.
Under 1 yr.
Over 20 yrs.
11-15 yrs.
6-10 yrs.
16-20 yrs.
0 Age Breakdowns
Age Category
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-64
65 + Over
Wave I
(n = 32)
10 (31%)
8 (25%)
5 (16%)
2 ( 6%)
7 (22%)
32(100%)
Wave I + II
(n = 48)
14 (29%)
13 (27%)
8 (17%)
4 ( 8%)
9 (19%)
48(100%)
Comparison with 1970 Census Data
Unfortunately, the age category breakdown for the Census data is not
the same as that used for the instrument (e.g., 15-19, 20-24, 25-34, 35-44,
45-59, 60-64, 65+). However, through some extrapolation, I was able to de-
rive some rough percentage comparisons with the sample drawn above. The
extent to which these figures differ due to sampling errors or due to ex-
trapolation errors is now known.
Age Grouping
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-64
Over 65
Census Percentage
23
11
12
16
Test Total Above (%)
25
30
17
7
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yrs.
yrs.
yrs.
Total
(n = 69)
17 (25%)
21 (30%)
12 (17%)
5 ( 7%)
14 (20%)
69(100%)
There seems to be a large discrepancy between ages 30-39 as repre-
sented in the sample and as proportioned in reality, with a much larger
percentage of this age group being found in the sample. It may very well
be possible, however, that the extrapolation for the age group 25-34 of
the census data may be at fault. I simply assumed equal numbers, distri-
buted across the ten years here, and thus, divided by one-half to arrive
at the 30-34 year figure. It may be, however, that there is a much larger
percentage of 30-34 year-olds in this group than 25-29 year-olds -- per-
haps a one-third to two-thirds breakdown, rather than one-half:one-half.
Similarly, the same may be true for the 35-44 year-old category. Even if
this were true, however, it still seems that this age group was somewhat
over-represented in the sample.
On the other hand, the 50-64 year-olds were, it would seem, under-
represented in the test sample. These two categories seem to be the lar-
gest discrepancies between census data and test sample. One should note,
however, that the census data is now two years old. Without more recent
census figures, it is, of course, impossible to know how much of the above
discrepancy is due to real (actual) population change, and how much is
due to sampling error. It is worth noting, however, a few of the popu-
lation trends which had been exhibited by comparison of the 1960 to the
1970 census data (see reference: John Howard) The Howard report points
out that, in that ten-year period, there had been a 20-25 percent drop in
the 45-59 year-old population. Moreover, he predicted that because of the
decrease in this age category, more housing of the type to attract young
families (e.g., the 30-39 year-old range) would become available. These
changes, if they actually occurred, might account for some of the discrep-
ancies found. In fact, in a number of interviews with residents who had
lived in an area for many years, it was noted that their areas had recent-
ly been undergoing population change, with older families moving away and
families with younger children taking their place.
Finally, it should be noted, that the test sample was intended to be
distributed geographically, and was not stratified for age. Hence, it
tended to over-sample on homes and under-sample apartments. The elderly
and 18-29 year-olds might be expected to most likely be among the largest
renter groups (see Questionnaire: Own or Rent, for discussion).
(Could it also be that the interviewer is in the 30-39 range herself
and, hence, people of that range would be somewhat more willing to talk
with her than would, perhaps, older groups?)
Age Breakdown by Subarea
Subarea Age
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-65 65+
Coolidge Corner 5 (55%) 2 (22%) 1 (11%) 0 1 (11%)
n = 9
Corey Hill 2 (10%) 6 (32%) 3 (16%) 2 (10%) 6 (37%)
n = 19
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Age Breakdown by Subarea (continued)
Subarea
Flats
n = 8
Aspinwall Hill
n = 22
Griggs Road
n = 11
Age
18-29
0
5 (22%)
5 (45%)
30-39
5 (63%)
7 (32%)
1 ( 9%)
40-49 50-65 65+
2 (25%) 1 (12%) 0
5 (23%) 2 ( 9%) 3 (14%)
1 ( 9%) 0 4 (36%)
{* Are You Married?
A. Total Sample
Married
Single*
Wave I
17 (53%)
15 (47%)
Waves I + II
29 (60%)
19 (40%)
Plus Pilot
43 (62%)
26 (38%)
(*Includes those divorced or widowed)
B. By Subarea
Subarea
1. Coolidge Corner
2. Corey Hill
3. Salisbury
4. Aspinwall Hill
5. Griggs Park
Married
2 (22%)
13 (68%)
8(100%)
16 (73%)
4 (36%)
Single
7 (78%)
6 (32%)
0
6 (27%)
7 (64%)
*Do You Have Any Children? (under 18 years old)
A. Total Sample
Has children
Wave I
11 (34%)
Has no children 21 (66%)
B. By Subarea
Subarea
1. Coolidge Corner
2. Corey Hill
3. Salisbury
4. Aspinwall Hill
5. Griggs Park
Waves I + II
21 (44%)
27 (56%)
Has Children
2 (22%)
8 (42%)
7 (88%)
11 (50%)
2 (18%)
Plus Pilot
31 (45%)
38 (55%)
Has No Children
7 (77%)
11 (58%)
1 (12%)
11 (50%)
9 (82%)
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C. Comparison with Census Data (1970)
Area 4 (North of Beacon Street):
Approximately 35 percent of all "families" have children under 18
years old, according to the census. In our sample, 18 households
(50 percent) in Area 4 have children under 18.
Area 5 (South of Beacon Street):
Approximately 31 percent of "families" have children under 18 years
in the census of this area. In our sample for Area 5, 12 households
(or 36 percent) have such children.
Note: The sample included 3 female-headed households: 2 from Corey Hill
area and 1 from the Griggs Road area. According to the census data,
both areas contain about the same proportion of female-headed families
(16 percent). In my interviews, however, several respondents commen-
ted that the Corey Hill (Driscoll School) area contained a "large per-
centage" of such families. However, my own sampling of such house-
holds is far too small to know if Area 4 might, indeed, have changed
in this respect since the 1970 census.
ODo You Own or Rent?
A. Total Sample
Tenure Wave I Waves I + II Plus Pilot
Owns 21 (66%) 29 (60%) 41 (59%)
Rents 11 (34%) 19 (40%) 28 (41%)
B. By Subarea
Subarea Owns Rents
1. Coolidge Corner 0 9 (100%)
2. Corey Hill 17 (89%) 2 (11%)
3. Salisbury 8(100%) 0
4. Aspinwall Hill 13 (59%) 9 (41%)
5. Griggs Park 3 (27%) 8 (73%)
C. Comparison with 1970 Census
According to the 1970 Census, in Area 4, three times as many dwelling
units were rented as were owned. And, in Area 5, there were five times
as many rented units as owned ones.
It is clear from the above data that, proportionally, rental units were
greatly under-represented in our sample (or, conversely, owned units
were much over-represented). In our sample, we interviewed twice as
many owned unit occupants (owners) as rented unit occupants (renters)
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in Area 4. In Area 5, the ratio of owners to renters was about equal,
with a slight edge toward renters.
Why? Several possible reasons, aside from possible changes between
1970 and 1976:
(1) Much of the interviewing was done during the day (25 percent even-
ing). It may be that renters tended to work more often during the day
than owners (who were, perhaps, more families).
(2) Because I stratified my sample geographically, I have under-repre-
sented apartment buildings (i.e., I didn't stratify according to den-
sity, but simply by geographical location). So, houses were probably
more likely to be chosen than apartment buildings -- if one can as-
sume that per structure there are more houses than apartment buildings
in both areas. Hence, once I had interviewed a resident of a given
building, I never returned to that building for another interview, in
spite of its density.
What Kind of Work Do You Do?
A. Total Sample
Respondent
19 (28%)
4 ( 6%)
3 ( 4%)
2 ( 3%)
6 ( 9%)
0
7 (10%)
0
14 (20%)
6 ( 9%)
8 (12%)
Kind of Work
Professional
Owner, Manager, Proprietor
Clerical
Sales: not self-employed
Craftsman, Foreman
Operative
Service
Laborer
Housewife
Student
Retired
B. By Subarea (includes both respondents and spouses)
Kind of Work
Professional.
Owners
Clerical
Sales: not self-
employed
Craftsmen
Operatives
Service
Coolidge Corey Hill
Corner (n=14)
(n=12)
0 10 (32%)
1 ( 8%) 2 (8%)
2 (17%) 3 ( 8%)
2 (17%)
1 ( 8%)
1 ( 8%)
1 ( 8%)
0
2 ( 5%)
0
1 ( 5%)
Flats Aspinwall
(n=14) Hill*
(n=35)
10 (80%)
1
0
1 (10%)
1 (10%)
0
1
16 (47%)
3 ( 6%)
0
1 ( 3%)
4 (12%)
0
2 ( 6%)
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Spouse
22 (54%)
3 ( 7%)
2 ( 5%)
2 ( 5%)
2 ( 5%)
1 ( 2%)
(12%)
( 2%)
( 2%)
Griggs
Road
(n=13)
5 (36%)
0
2 (14%)
Kind of Work Coolidge Corey Hill Flats Aspinwall Griggs
Corner (n=34) (n=14) Hill* Road
(n=12) (n=35) (n=13)
Housewives 0 9 (24%) 0 8 (24%) 2 (14%)
Students 3 (25%) 2 ( 5%) 0 0 2 (14%)
Retired 1 ( 8%) 5 (13%) 0 1 ( 3%) 2 (14%)
*
Included under "Housewives" are two part-time students
and a substitute teacher.
A Note on What is Included in Above Categories:
1. Professionals: doctors, lawyers, teachers, accountants, social
workers, producers, psychologists, etc.
2. Owners: real estate owners as well as business owners.
3. Clerical: secretaries, clerks, Iranian mission office person.
4. Sales (not self-employed): ranged from "export assistant" to
'electronic sales" -- although person had physics doctorate.
5. Craftsmen: writers, musicians, poets, artists.
6. Operatives: a packer.
7. Service: nurses, a waiter.
8. Housewives: includes two part-time students and a substitute
teacher.
9. Students: full-time.
C. Discussion
It seems clear that a large proportion of the sample was either pro-
fessional or had a professional spouse.
In comparing Areas 4 and 5, both are fairly similar. However, it
would seem that there is a somewhat higher income represented by the
Area 5 sample, as compared to the Area 4 sample. That is, the Area 5
sample contained a greater percent of professionals and fewer stu-
dents and retired persons. Area 5 also contained more housewives.
If one looks at the 1970 Census data for these two areas, it is dif-
ficult to draw a direct parallel between the data above and the Cen-
sus, as the latter reports income level rather than occupation.
Nevertheless, one may assume that an area which contains a larger
proportion of professionals will have a higher income than one that
does not. Using this assumption, one notes from the Census data
that both areas have a fairly similar income distribution. However,
Area 5 does contain over five times as many families with incomes
over $50,000 (n = 57) than does Area 4 (n = 10). It would seem,
therefore, that the study sample accurately reflects this difference
between these two areas.
Looking at the Subareas: under the "professional" category, almost
300.
all of the Salisbury sample fell into this category (80 percent),
and nearly half of the Aspinwall Hill sample (47 percent) and over
one-third of both the Griggs Park sample (36 percent) and the Corey
Hill sample (33 percent) did as well. No professionals were inclu-
ded in the Coolidge Corner sample. Here, students represented the
largest proportion of any single category (28 percent). Not sur-
prisingly, in two of the areas where a large percentage of profes-
sionals were found -- the Corey Hill and Aspinwall Hill areas --
a fairly large proportion of housewives (25 percent and 24 percent,
respectively) were found as well. Note that the 12 percent of
"craftsmen" in the Aspinwall Hill area might be considered by some
to be "housewives (or husbands)" as well (i.e., artists, poets,
musicians).
Where Did You Live Before You Moved Here? (Immediately Before)
A. Total Sample (n=46)
1. In Brookline: 15 (33%)
2. Outside Brookline:
Boston: 11 (24%)
Cambridge: 5 (11%)
Other: 8 (17%)
3. Outside Massachusetts: 7 (15%)
B. Comparison with Census Data
In the study sample, 48 percent of the sample had lived in the same
house/apartment for more than five years, with 34 percent having
lived there for more than ten years. This compares favorably with
the Census data for those areas studied: in Area 4, 46 percent of
the residents surveyed had lived in the same house for more than
five years. For Area 5, this figure was 45 percent.
Of those people who had moved into their present home within the
last five years, 31 percent had come from elsewhere in Brookline,
44 percent had come from a location still within the general SMSA
(includes Boston and Cambridge), and 26 percent had come from areas
outside the SMSA. According to the Census for Area 4, of those
residents who had moved into their unit within a five-year period of
the survey, 21 percent had come from "Central City SMSA", 41 percent
from "other parts of SMSA", and 34 percent from "outside the SMSA".
For Area 5, these figures are, respectively, 26 percent, 36 percent,
38 percent.
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*}Sex
A. Total Sample
Wave I Waves I + II Plus Pilot
M = 8 M = 15 M = 22 (32%)
F = 24 F = 33 F = 47 (68%)
B. Comparison with 1970 Census
According to the Census data, there is approximately a 3:2 ratio of
females to males in both Areas 4 and 5. In the above sample, there
is a 2:1 female/male ratio in the total sample. Hence, there is a
somewhat larger representation of females in our sample than is
found in the Census data. It should be noted, however, that -- ac-
cording to the Howard report -- there has been somewhat of an in-
crease in young female population and the 60+ population of females
in the ten-year period from 1960 to 1970. (Also relevant is the
fact that only 25 percent of the interviewing was done at night.)
OHouse Type
Only three categories of housing type were represented in the sample:
1. Single-family detached*
2. Two-family
3. Apartment building
*[ Note: in several instances, a number of unrelated persons were
living in a single-family house; yet, the house had not been divided
into apartments, so the "single-family" category stands.]
A. Total Sample
Wave I Waves I + II Plus Pilot
Single-family 19 (59%) 27 (56%) 36 (52%)
Two-family 7 (22%) 12 (25%) 19 (28%)
Apartment 6 (19%) 9 (19%) 14 (20%)
B. By Subareas (Grand Totals Only)
Single-family Two-family Apartment
Coolidge Corner 1 (12%) 4 (44%) 4 (44%)
(n=9)
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Single-family
Corey Hill 16 (84%)
(n=19)
Flats 6 (75%)
(n=8)
Aspinwall Hill 12 (55%)
(n=22)
Griggs Road 1 ( 9%)
(n=ll)
SCross-tabulation: Tenure x Age
Age
18-29 years old
30-39 years old
40-49 years old
50-65 years old
Over 65
wIl-
18-29 30-39
3 (16%)
2 (25%)
5 (22%)
5 (45%)
Rents
16 (57%)
6 (22%)
2 ( 7%)
0
4 (14%)
40-49
0
0
5 (22%)
5 (45%)
Owns
1 ( 2%)
15 (37%)
10 (24%)
5 (12%)
10 (24%)
50-65 65+
Age (years)
= Renters
e = Owners
It is clear from the above that far more "young" residents (18-29
years old) rent rather than own their homes. Moreover, of all ren-
ters, over half of this group in our sample came from this youngest
age category. Hence, if our sample does underrepresent renters as
opposed to owners, one might assume that it also underrepresents
those residents of Areas 4 and 5 in the 18-29 year range.
It also appears that our sample reflects the belief in Brookline
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Two-f amily Apartment
that home-ownership appeals primarily to families with young (school
age) children. It is interesting to note, however, the fairly large
proportion of elderly homeowners (as opposed to renters) represented
in the sample. I would speculate that this owner:renter ratio is, in
actuality, probably reversed for this 65+ age group -- with more
Brookline elderly living in apartments which are rented rather than
owning their own homes. Again, this is only speculation, but the
inaccuracy may be due to the overrepresentation of houses versus
apartments in our sampling procedure, as discussed earlier.
{OCross-tabulation: Where Do People Own Homes?
Age Group
18-29 year olds
30-39 year olds
40-49 year olds
50-65 year olds
Over 65 years old
Area 4
1 ( 4%)
10 (40%)
5 (20%)
3 (12%)
6 (24%)
Area 5
0
5 (31%)
5 (31%)
2 (13%)
4 (25%)
There doesn't seem to be too much age difference between the owner-
ship patterns of the samples in the two areas. There is, however,
a slight tendency for more younger families to own homes in Area 4
than Area 5.
}Cross-tabulation: Length of Time Living in Brookline by Age
Length of Time in Brookline Ages
Under 1 year (n=6) 5 (83%) who are 18-29 years old
1-5 years (n=25) 76% 8 (32%) (18-29 year olds)
11 (44%) (30-39 year olds)
4 (40-49 year olds)
2 (over 65 years old)
6-10 years (n=5) 1 (18-29 year olds)
4 (80%) (30-39 year olds)
10-20 years (n=19) 2 1(32%)
4
8 (42%)
31 (26%)
2
(18-29 year olds)
(30-39 year olds)
(40-49 year olds)
(50-65 year olds)
(over 65 years old)
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Length of Time in Brookline
Over 20 years (n=14)
0 Cross-tabulation: Age
Age Group
11(14%) (18-29 year olds)
1 (30-39 year olds)
21(86%) (50-65 year olds)
10) (over 65 years old)
by Length of Time Livingin Brookline
Length of Residence
1. 18-29 year olds (n=17) (76%) 5 (under 1 year)(1-5 years)
(6-10 years)
(11-20 years)
(over 20 years)
2. 30-39 year olds (n=21) 1 (under 1 year)
(76%) 11 (1-5 years)
4 (6-10 years)
4 (11-20 years)
1 (over 20 years)
3. 40-49 year olds (n=12) 4 (1-5 years)
(66%) 8 (11-20 years)
4. 50-65 year olds (n=5) 3 (11-20 years)
2 (over 20 years)
5. Over 65 years old (n=14) 2
(86%) 2
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pCross-tabulation: Age by Length of Time in
(1-5 years)
(11-20 years)
(71%) (over 20 years)
Dwelling Unit
Years
Under 1 1-5 6-10
18-29 (n=17)
30-39 (n=21)
40-49 (n=12)
50-64 (n=5)
65+ (n=14)
10-20 Over 20
3 12
12 26
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Age
gpCross-tabulation: Tenure and Families with Children
Rents Owns
Has Children 7 (25%) 25 (61%)
Has No Children 21 (75%) 16 (39%)
28 41
Not surprising.
}Cross-tabulation: Tenure and Occupation
Occupation Rents Owns
Professional 4 (14%) 15 (37%)
Owner, Manager 2 ( 7%) 2 ( 5%)
Clerical 2 ( 7%) 1 ( 2%)
Sales (not owned) 2 ( 7%) 0
Craftsman 1 ( 4%) 4 (10%)
Operator 0 0
Service 5 (18%) 2 ( 5%)
Housewife 4 (14%) 11 (27%)
Student 6 (21%) 0
Retired 2 ( 7%) 6 (14%)
28 41
Most significant is the fact that the largest proportion of those
renting were students, followed closely by service employees (in
this case, mostly nurses who were single women in the 18-29 year
range). This is in contrast to the owner's side, where no students
were found, and where only 5 percent of the sample were service em-
ployees. It seems likely that students and young single working
(particularly, but not necessarily, females*) were underrepresented
in the study sample.
[ I say "female" because, according to J. Howard's comparison of
the 1960 and 1970 Census data, there was a great increase in young
females of this age group into Brookline during those years, and
both areas contain a female/male ratio of 3:2.]
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}Cross-tabulation: Tenure with Length of Time in Brookline.
Living in Brookline: Rents Owns
Under 1 year 6 (21%) 0
1-5 years 13 (46%) 12 (29%)
6-10 years 1 ( 4%) 4 (10%)
11-15 years 3 (11%) 6 (14%)
16-20 years 3 (11%) 7 (17%)
Over 20 years 2 ( 7%) 12 (29%)
28 41
pCross-tabulation: Tenure with Length of Time in House/Apartment
Living in Dwelling Unit: Rents Owns
Under 1 year 11 (39%) 1 ( 2%)
1-5 years 10 (36%) 15 (37%)
6-10 years 3 (11%) 5 (12%)
11-15 years 2 ( 7%) 6 (14%)
16-20 years 1 ( 4%) 6 (14%)
Over 20 years 1 ( 4%) 8 (20%)
28 41
From the above two tables, it would seem that while both renters and
owners often change homes within a five-year period, owners are not only
more likely to remain in their dwelling unit beyond that time, but are
also more likely to remain as long-time residents of Brookline. Hence,
the belief that owners constitute a more "stable" population than do
renters would appear to be supported by the study sample.
}Cross-tabulation: Tenure with House Type
Type Rents Owns
Single-family detached 3 (11%) 32 (78%)
Single-family attached 0 1 ( 2%)
Two-family 12 (43%) 7 (17%)
Apartment building 13 (46%) 1 ( 2%)
28 41
These results would tend to support an earlier contention that the
preponderance of owners to renters in the study sample was probably
due to a sampling procedure which allowed for geographically greater
proportional sampling of those living in single-family homes to those
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living in multiple-type dwellings.
sItem 2. Define area with which "most familiar".
Maps (see text for these)
There are a few areas and streets which generally were named by re-
spondents as those with which they were "most familiar", despite the sub-
section in which they lived: e.g., the Coolidge Corner and Washington
Square shopping areas, Beacon Street and Washington Street. However, all
of these were named with differing frequencies, depending on the subarea
in which one lived; the Coolidge Corner area was mentioned most often by
those residents of the Coolidge Corner and Corey Hill subareas. It was
also mentioned with some frequency by residents of the Griggs Park area,
and with less frequency by the Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury residents.
Those in the latter two subareas mentioned Washington Square area with
more frequency than did the other groups, although it was mentioned by
the Griggs Park residents as well.
In general, it would appear that Beacon Street is the major north-
south dividing line, with very few residents north of Beacon feeling very
familiar with areas south of it, and vice versa. Similarly, the east-
west dividing line seems to be Washington Street, both north and south
of Beacon. It seems clear that definite subsections of familiarity are
formed by these "boundaries". There are also a few boundaries formed by
geological features: i.e., Corey Hill and Aspinwall Hill. Hence, Win-
chester Street becomes a kind of boundary distinguishing the flat Coolidge
Corner area from Corey Hill beyond. Corey Hill itself would seem percep-
tually to extend to Lancaster Terrace on the west. Westbourne Terrace
would appear to be seen as somewhat separate from Corey Hill, particularly
by the people who live either on Corey Hill or Westbourne Terrace over to
Washington Street.
South of Beacon, Aspinwall Hill appears to clearly delineate another
subarea. While the highest point of this hill is somewhat isolated due
to circulation patterns on the hill (as compared to Corey Hill, for ex-
ample, where a main artery -- Summit Avenue -- runs directly up and down
the hill), roads that cut across the hill and lead to and from Beacon
Street (particularly Winthrop Road) and winding roads like Gardner, lead-
ing down to Washington Street, have allowed people living on different
parts of the hill to become more or less familiar with large portions of
the hill area.
In addition to shopping centers, parks seem to draw people to an area
and hence, serve to help people become familiar with it: this is parti-
cularly true of Corey Hill Park (with its spectacular view) and Griggs
Park, and, to a lesser extent, Schick Park on the top of Aspinwall Hill.
While the first two parks seem to draw a somewhat wider user group beyond
the subareas in which they are located, Schick seems primarily to serve
the Aspinwall Hill residents -- perhaps due to its somewhat isolated lo-
cation.
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cation.
In responding to the question: "Within this area, show me the section
with which you are most familiar," people varied widely in the amount of
area they included, depending on the scope of their experiences within the
area. Some respondents limited themselves to a five-or-six-block range
around their home, but others varied from those who felt they were "most
familiar" only with the street on which they lived or a portion of that
street, to others who claimed to know the whole encircled area or the
whole section of it north or south of Beacon. However, did they keep to
these scales when answering the rest of the questionnaire? To answer
this question, I attempted to "map" the scope of the areas discussed by
each respondent on the remaining questions. I had two purposes in mind in
doing this: (1) to see how responses corresponded to subsection delinea-
tions (was there, in fact, more overlap between subareas rather than sub-
area differentiations?); (2) to see how the area which people felt they
knew best differed from the area which they at least identified enough
with to have opinions about.
Please note, this is one researcher's interpretation of the area,
based on what was discussed during each interview. Doing so, I found
generally that those who had extremes of responses in naming the area with
which they were "most familiar" either broadened or narrowed their respon-
ses to fit within an area more similar in scope to that of other respon-
dents. In this way, several clearly delineated subsections did emerge:
1. Coolidge Corner Area: bounded by Harvard, Beacon, Fuller and
Winchester Streets. One resident of Winchester Street who had only lived
there for several months and who walked to her job on Corey Hill (at
Brooks Hospital) not only felt she was familiar with both Corey Hill and
the Coolidge Corner Area, but also discussed both in her answers.
2. Corey Hill Area: While only a few of the "Coolidge Corner" resi-
dents referred in their responses to Corey Hill, a much greater number
of Corey Hill residents referred not only to the Corey Hill Area, but also
to Coolidge Corner. It would appear that many of these residents consider
Coolidge Corner as a definite part of "their area".
3. The Salisbury Area: Since the number of respondents included in
this group is small (due to the low density of the area relative to adja-
cent areas), it would have been nice to have been able to incorporate
this group into another subarea, had responses overlapped into other
areas. However, this was not the case. For all but one respondent, re-
sponses were limited to that area we have been calling "Salisbury",
bounded by Beacon (south), the Boston line (north), Westbourne Terrace
(east) and Williston (west).
4. Aspinwall Hill Area: This area includes all of the hill (west of
Washington Street). It is clearly an area with a strong connection to
the Washington Square shopping area. In the southernmost part of the
area (e.g., Somerset) residents relate to features outside of the boundar-
ies of the total area (e.g., the high school which is located directly
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south). Nevertheless, these residents also experience the rest of the
hill area as well, since the routes they use to leave the area traverse
through it -- i.e., Winthrop and Gardner Streets. Again, the top of the
hill (Addington Road, etc.) is isolated. Several respondents mentioned
using Griggs Park, but did not discuss any other major features outside
the area.
5. Griggs Park Area: This area centers around Griggs Park at its
core, although a second smaller park (St. Marks Square) is also included.
Actually, there seem to be several somewhat distinct clusters within this
subarea: the main one circling around Griggs Park, one which connects
with the first but includes Marion Street and ties into Coolidge Corner,
and a somewhat separate third area composed of Washington Street resi-
dents who live closer to Beacon Street but on the other side of Washing-
ton Street from the park, and finally, those on Fairbanks Street. These
latter residents seem to relate primarily to Washington Street and Bea-
con in the Washington Square shopping area.
What is interesting to note from the above analysis is:
1. That people seem to refer to more or less clearly distinct areas
when thinking about their "area". This would seem to be shaped by both
structural (streets, housing types) and geological features, as well as
use areas (shopping centers, parks).
2. The areas that people say they are "most familiar" with may not
directly correspond with the areas they consider as "their" areas in more
functional (operational) terms, or in terms of the area for which they
have strong feelings, attitudes, opinions, values. Perhaps, for some
people, to ask them to name the area with which they are "most familiar"
sets up a kind of challenge by which some feel threatened (hence, only
naming their block) and some feel dared (naming the whole area). At any
rate, each person's definition of "most familiar" certainly comes into
play. On the other hand, asking respondents about "their area" may be
general enough to allow them to relax and respond about the area they
really know.
Item 2. Scope of "Most Familiar" Areas.
A. Total Sample
1. Respondent names only a small area (three or four
blocks) = 7 (10%)
2. Respondent names a somewhat larger area, but less
than one-half the study area (i.e., not "all
area four-fifths"). Does not go to other side
of Beacon Street = 43 (63%)
3. Respondent names roughly one-half of study area
but does not go to other side of Beacon Street = 8 (12%)
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4. Respondent names areas on other side of Beacon
5. Respondent says he is familiar with whole study
area = 2 ( 3%)
When asked to define the area (within the study area) with which they
are "most familiar", 63 percent of respondents delineated areas which
were larger than their immediate home areas of three or four blocks, but
were less than one-half the study area. Also, these respondents did not
name areas on the side of Beacon where they did not live. In fact, only
15 percent of the total sample included areas on the "other side" of
Beacon Street in their response.
On the other hand, of the total asple, over one-quarter (27 percent)
named quite a large area as one they were "most familiar" with: i.e.,
at least half of the study area (e.g., "all of Area 4 or 5"), areas on
the other side of Beacon, or said they knew the whole study area equally
well. In addition, 10 percent said they were most familiar with only
the area immediately around their home by three or four blocks.
B. By Subarea
In all subareas, generally the majority of respondents named category
#2, above, as the scope of the area with which they were most familiar.
A few exceptional points:
- In the Coolidge Corner area, no residents claimed to be either fam-
iliar with at least one-half the study area (#3), or the whole study area
(#5), and only one respondent said he was most familiar with any area on
the other side of Beacon (#4). (Perhaps because most respondents in
this area have not been living either in Brookline or in this area as
long as respondents in other subareas.
- In the Aspinwall Hill area, a somewhat larger percentage (19 per-
cent) said they knew roughly one-half the study area (in this case, they
would have said they knew "all of Area 5"), but only one respondent said
he/she knew only his immediate area.
Item 2. Comparison Between Areas respondents discussed in later ques-
tions* and areas defined as "most familiar".
A. Total Sample
1. Area discussed is about the same as the area named
as "1most familiar" 34 (50%)
*
As interpreted from their responses.
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= 8 (12%)
2. Area discussed is smaller (significantly) than = 29 (43%)
"most familiar" area
3. Area discussed is larger than "most familiar" area = 5 ( 7%)
What is interesting to note here is not that one-half of the respon-
dents discussed in later questions the general area which they had said
they were most familiar with. It is, rather, that one-half did not, as
indicated by the earlier maps. Almost all of this latter half seemed to
discuss a much smaller area than they claimed to be most familiar with.
Of this group, 41 percent (n=12) named as "most familiar" an area bigger
than an immediate one but smaller than one-half the study area; in addi-
tion, all of the respondents who said they were most familiar with areas
on the other side of Beacon Street or who said they were familiar with
the whole study area, also discussed a much smaller area (generally con-
fined to their own side of Beacon Street), as did nearly all of the re-
spondents who said they were most familiar with half of the study area
(7 of 8 respondents).
Of those who said they were most familiar with only a more immediate
area, five of the seven respondents later discussed a larger area than
the one they defined being most familiar with. Two respondents re-
mained unchanged.
Item 2. Featuring respondents clearly Included in "most familiar" areas.
A. Total Sample
Features included: Frequency of mention
1. Coolidge Corner 31
2. Washington Square 25
3. Griggs Park 14
4. Corey Hill Park 17
5. Schick Park 7
6. Driscoll School 9
7. Star Market 4
8. Stop & Shop (Washington Street) 1
9. St. Marks Park 1
B. By Subarea
- The Coolidge Corner shopping area was primarily mentioned as a fea-
ture in "most familiar" areas as defined by residents of (naturally) the
Coolidge Corner and Corey Hill subareas (a total of nineteen responses
of the thirty-one), but also it was mentioned seven times by residents
of Griggs Road area, and five times by Aspinwall Hill residents.
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- Washington Square shopping area, on the other hand, was mentioned
nineteen times by residents of Aspinwall Hill but only five times by
residents of Coolidge Corner and Corey Hill subareas (plus three times
by Salisbury and three times by Griggs Park residents).
- The fourteen responses for Griggs Park are comprised largely of
mentions by Griggs Road residents (n=10), plus three from Aspinwall
Hill and one from Corey Hill.
- On the other hand, the seven Schick Park responses are solely from
Aspinwall Hill residents.
- Corey Hill Park was included in the "most familiar" area of twelve
Corey Hill residents, three Coolidge Corner residents, one Salisbury
flats resident and one Aspinwall Hill resident.
- The Driscoll School was included in "most familiar" area of six of
the eight Salisbury residents, one Corey Hill, one Aspinwall Hill and
one Griggs Park residents as well.
From the above, one might speculate that these features not only serve
as "use"f or identification spots, but may more importantly be included
as an inherent part of (in some cases, a defining part of) the area one
considers knowing well. So, for example, what is happening to Coolidge
Corner might directly affect how people not only in the Coolidge Corner
Area feel about their area, but also how people in the Corey Hill,
Griggs Park and, to a lesser extent, Aspinwall Hill Areas feel as well.
pItem 3. Describe the area with which you're most familiar to someone
who had never been here and wanted to know what it was like.
(n=69)
A. Total Sample
Only fifteen respondents mentioned only social factors and needed to
be "probed" for physical ones.
The following is a list -- in descending order of frequency -- of
items included in respondents' descriptions of the area(s) with which
they were most familiar:
Table . Items Included in Descriptions of the "Most Familiar"
Areas of the Middle Beacon Area. ( n=69)
Item (%) Frequency
1. Population composition 71
- Heterogeneity (n=13)
- Socio-economic class (n=10)
- Students/transients (n=9)
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Item (%) Frequency
- Changing population (7)
- Stable/families (5)
- Elderly (5)
2. Residential/Suburban Qualities 48
- "Suburbs in the city" (n=20)
- Area described simply as "residential"
(n=13)
3. Housing Descriptions 38
- Predominant kinds of housing in area
described: e.g., two-family,
single-family, etc.
4. Marked Physical Variety ("a neighborhood of
contrasts") 32
- In housing type (9)
- In housing condition and age (7)
- In land use: residential near
commercial (4)
- In property values (2)
5. Convenience/Easy Access to Transit and Shopping 32
6. Well-kept/Clean 30
7. Quiet/Peaceful 30
8. Degree of Safety 27
- Safe (n=15)
- Unsafe (n=12)
9. Landscape Qualities 23
- Trees/foliage, yards and lawns, tree-
lined streets, etc.
10. General Physical Layout 20
- "Not much open space"; "open, wide streets";
"relatively crowded, dense"; "the street
plan doesn't encourage traffic"; "houses
are far apart"; etc.
11. Geological Features 20
- On a hill (n=13)
- In a valley (1)
12. Deterioration of Area 19
13. General Problems 11
- Parking (2)
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Item (%) Frequency
- Traffic (2)
- Teenagers hang-out (2)
- Poor transit (1)
14. Parks 11
15. Good Neighbors/Friendly 10
16. Good Schools 7
Discussion of Several Items of Interest
Population Composition
In describing the area with which they were familiar, an out-
standingly large percentage of respondents -- 71 percent -- referred
in some way to who lived in their area. Under "class of people" were
comments like: "a solid middle-class area", "a middle-class area
where people mind their own business" [both from Corey Hill], "young
professionals", "upper-middle-class", "working professionals" [as
opposed to students]. In some instances, the population was defined
by noting the changes that had occurred or were occurring in it:
"elderly are going and young people are moving in", "the area used
to be all Irish and Jewish, now you see blacks, Chinese, everything",
'there are fewer old people here than there were five years ago"
[Note: the woman who said this lives near a new large home for the
elderly!] In general, the population shift most often cited was
younger families moving in as the elderly moved out.
But, by far, the largest population characteristic noted was
the heterogeneity of the area. Comments included those which refer-
red to this social mixture in terms of class, marital status, age
and ethnicity.
Interestingly, one respondent who made it a point to say her
area [Corey Hill] was heterogeneous socio-economically but not ethni-
cally or racially actually lived across the street [on a single-
family housing block] from at least one black family, one Iranian
family and one Oriental family. For the interviewer, this was one
of the most ethnically/racially mixed blocks in the whole study area!
There were differing opinions as to whether this diversity was
an asset or not. Some felt it was good in that it made the area
"cosmopolitan" and "urban" in a positive sense. Still others dis-
liked and distrusted the mix. The majority, however, referred to
this heterogeneity without much comment one way or the other, as if
simply to describe just what was there.
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"Suburban" Qualities
When I first started hearing descriptions which said things
like: "this area is a suburb in a city;" or "it feels like a sub-
urb," I thought a few respondents were just being a bit poetic. I
was, therefore, surprised to hear more and more respondents say,
roughly, the same thing, and was astonished to see that almost one-
half of all respondents had about the same feeling. Whether or not
one appreciated or denied the "suburbanness" of the area depended on
the values one placed on "urban" versus "suburban". For some of
these respondents, being suburban or "small-town" carried a positive
value, and "urban" a somewhat negative one (e.g., "feels small-town
neighborly, with all the variety you need yet no inner-city paranoia,"
"low-keyed, no hub-bub," "1country-like yet near the city"). For
others, the suburban or small-town image was clearly seen as positive,
while the contrasting urban image was viewed more neutrally (i.e.,
"can buy anything here, yet it's a small-town," "the parks make you
feel like it's a town within a city," "it's rural [sic] but cosmopol-
itan, with all kinds of people," "it's country-like but with good
shopping close-by," "you see nothing but trees, but it only takes
five to ten minutes to get to the city").
Some, however, appear confused as to whether the area is "fish
or fowl" -- particularly those, it would seem, who dislike the sub-
urban image. So, as one respondent describes the area: "It's close
to the city but not in it. Yet, it's more urban than suburban, with
apartment buildings laced with single-family Victorians. There are
no freshly-scrubbed lawns." Another respondent says she lives in a
"city house with an alley in the back and a mixture of different
types of homes around her, yet sits in a single-family house with a
yard." Another says the area reminds her of "New York without the
problems and with trees around." Finally, one confused respondent
says the area is "friendly, safe and not city-like. But it is city-
like except it's not run-down."
In sum, many of these comments are probably closely akin to
those dealing with the area's "variety and mixture", both social and
physical. It would appear that for some respondents, the sharp con-
trasts in the area allow it to have a more urban flavor while still
retaining some of its smaller, more manageable (more comprehendable?)
lifestyles -- which get defined as "suburban" by those who enjoy such
an image.
Housing Descriptions
Another frequently-used way to describe one's area. In most
cases, people commented on the predominant kinds of housing in the
area (e.g., single and two-family, big old houses, brownstone apart-
ments, etc.). In other cases, there were more judgmental comments
regarding the area's housing (i.e., "not fancy, just older homes,"
"lovely apartment buildings," "wealthier single-family homes," "not
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gorgeous, just average homes," "comfortable, not pretentious,"
"comfortable old brick buildings").
Physical Variety
Nearly one-third of the respondents mentioned some aspect of
the area's physical diversity (i.e., that one found all kinds of
housing in the area: single- and two-family, apartments (n=9); that
well-kept-up homes and deteriorated areas were side-by-side, as were
old homes and new (n=7); that housing values fluctuated rapidly even
on a single block (n=2); that an area was not solely residential,
but was commercial as well (n=4).
A resident of Washington Street called her area "an area of
contrasts", and other residents said they felt this variety was
somewhat unusual. Yet, again, as we found with social diversity,
residents were mixed about how they felt concerning this diversity.
Some felt it lowered their property values (especially the diversity
in building maintenance), but others felt that while this might be
true for some locations, housing demand in Brookline was so great
that property values would not be affected by this.
Convenience
This would appear to be an important feature of an area, in-
cluding convenience to transit facilities (and, hence, to Boston:
one respondent said that she felt "Boston is an extension of our
neighborhood" and that this was important) and shopping (although
people complained that even though convenient parking was still a
problem in the shopping areas. You can't make everyone happy,
however; one respondent noted that the features that made the area
convenient (proximity to stores and to Boston) made it dangerous
as well by bringing a greater number of strangers through the area.
A few people also commented that their area was convenient to a
given school.
Safety
Fifteen respondents said they felt their areas were safe,
while two (both from the Salisbury Area) felt "urban problems"
caused it to be unsafe. [Note: this is not a measure of how safe
or unsafe respondents feel in the area; it only means that somewhat
less than one-fourth of all respondents chose to comment on safety
in describing the areas with which they were most familiar] Whe-
ther or not one described the area as safe seemed to relate to the
age and sex of the respondent, with younger females choosing to
use this description far more often than did older respondents.
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TABLE 1 . "SAFETY" BY AGE
(i.e., if the respondent describes area as
"safe", by respondents age)
Age Number Describes Area as "safe"
(n=15)
18-29 years old 10 (67%) *
30-39 years old 1 ( 6%)
40-49 years old 2 (13%)
50-65 years old 0
Over 65 years old 2 (13%)
Geological Features
One-fifth of all respondents commented about the geological
characteristics of their area. Thirteen remarked about being loca-
ted on a hill: ten from Corey Hill and three from Aspinwall. It
would seem that being on a hill is somewhat more apparent to resi-
dents of the former. Is this, perhaps, due to the spectacular
view of the city from Corey Hill, which is missing from much of
Aspinwall, or to the fact that, while on Summit Avenue, one is
clearly climbing either up or down a hill, no road on Aspinwall
Hill cuts across it in this way? The values placed on this feature
were somewhat mixed. On the positive side, some respondents felt
the area was "lovely" because of the hill, that it allowed the area
to be isolated: "away from the hustle-bustle", and that you didn't
feel "closed-in", but rather had spectacular views. On the other
hand, some respondents complained that the hill was "a pain that
no one wants to walk up", that it was "a problem without a car ,
and that its steep slopes did not allow for yards in which kids
could play.
Finally, one respondent -- an architect -- described part of
his area as "in a valley" (Washington Square).
Deterioration
Of the thirteen respondents, four referred to the Coolidge
Corner Area (and one to the Washington Square Area as well) as
having deteriorated. On Aspinwall Hill, several respondents com-
plained of poor housing upkeep on University and Winthrop Roads
and on Washington Street. Several similar comments applied to the
Corey Hill Area ("broken glass, trash, houses not kept up), and
one respondent felt that one of the new high-rises on Beacon Street
devalued the property on Corey Hill by blocking their view.
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B. By Subarea
TABLE 2 . Descriptors of Coolidge Corner Subarea (n=9)
Item Frequency Mentioned
Suburban but with urban flavor 4 (44%)
"Residential" 2 (22%)
"Friendly": get to know shop-owners and
neighbors 3 (33%)
Lot of older people, especially Jewish 4 (44%)
Lots of students 3 (33%)
Family area/stable 2 (22%)
Mixed socially: all races; professionals
and non-professionals; etc. 2 (22%)
Fairly safe, especia-ly as compared to
Boston 3 (33%)
Well-kept (fairly) 2 (22%)
In disrepair, particularly closest to
Coolidge Corner 3 (33%)
Teenagers hang-out: Coolidge Corner 2 (22%)
Housing types (single- and two-family) 3 (33%)
Quiet 2 (22%)
Nice/pleasant 2 (22%)
Convenient (to trolley and shops) 3 (33%)
Lots of trees 1 (11%)
Middle-class 1 (11%)
Varied physically 1 (11%)
TABLE 3 Descriptors of Corey Hill Subarea (n=19)
Item Frequency Mentioned
Well-kept, clean - only on upper part of
hill 7 (37%)
Convenient to transit (Boston) and shops 7 (37%)
Quiet 6 (32%)
Country-like but near the city 6 (32%)
"Residential" 3 (16%)
Middle-class/not pretentious 4 (21%)
Social mixture (ethnic and ages) 4 (21%)
Physical mixture (houses of all different
sizes and types 4 (21%)
Many students: rent out the large, older
houses 4 (21%)
Safe 4 (21%)
Hill - some feel this is nice, but others
categorize it as a "pain" or too steep
for play 4 (21%)
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Item Frequency Mentioned
Lots of foliage 3 (16%)
Transition between upper and lower
sections of hill 4 (21%)
- SES higher on top of hill
- lower section not kept-up as well
Housing dilapidation, especially on
lower part of hill 2 (11%)
Housing descriptions - older homes,
single- and two-family 5 (26%)
Old people and families 2 (11%)
Nice people 2 (11%)
Good schools 3 (16%)
Established area: no room for development 1 ( 5%)
Open, wide streets 1 ( 5%)
Nice park, but has problems (kids hang-out
in park and mess it up. No maintenance,
no leash law enforcement.) 3 (16%)
TABLE 4 . Descriptors of the Salisbury Subarea (n=8)
Item Frequency Mentioned
Large, older homes - single- and two-
family 4 (50%)
Socially diverse area, ethnically 3 (38%)
Upper-middle-class, professional area 3 (38%)
Comfortable and friendly: not pretentious 3 (38%)
"Urban problems"/high crime 2 (25%)
Safe 1 (13%)
"Residential" 2 (25%)
Well-kept 1 (13%)
Convenient to transit 1 (13%)
Commercial area nearby is just holding-on
and has much traffic 1 (13%)
Good schools and playgrounds 1 (13%)
Table 5 . Descriptors for Aspinwall Hill Subarea (n=21)
Item Frequency Mentioned
Diversity of housing types 8 (38%)
Variation in upkeep 4 (19%)
Mixed-uses (residential and commercial) 2 (10%)
Well-maintained in general 7 (33%)
Attractive homes and settings: e.g., "big
trees and old nice buildings" 6 (29%)
"Residential" 6 (29%)
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Item Frequency Mentioned
"Like living in country but so close to
city [close to city but not in it]" 2 (10%)
Like New York, but without the problems:
dense 4 (19%)
Convenient: to schools, shops, transit 6 (29%)
Quiet, but not isolated 5 (24%)
Self-contained street plan to discourage
traffic 3 (14%)
Private 2 (10%)
Pedestrian emphasis: paths 2 (10%)
Changing population composition 4 (19%)
- more young families, less elderly
Social mixture 4 (19%)
- students, professionals, ethnic mix, etc.
Good parks 3 (14%)
Inadequate park space 1 ( 5%)
Middle-class 2 (10%)
Stores emphasize personal relationships and
are "good shops" 2 (10%)
"Real neighborhood" 3 (14%)
- friendly, people talk on streets and
help you out
"Comfortable, not fancy" 3 (14%)
Safe 3 (14%)
Architecture/housing types 4 (19%)
- 'warm, interesting"r; turn-of-century
brownstones
Stable neighborhood 1 ( 5%)
TABLE 6 . Descriptors for Griggs Park Subarea (n=12)
Item Frequency Mentioned
Quiet/pretty 7 (58%)
Safe 5 (42%
Convenient to transit and shops 4 (33%)
"Urban": but not "run-down" 4 (33%)
- "border between city and residential"
- "doesn't look as suburban as other
parts of Brookline
Well-maintained 3 (25%)
Physical mix: "all kinds of living" 3 (25%)
Use mixture: residential and commercial 2 (16%)
Nice park 2 (16%)
"Residential" 1 ( 8%)
Friendly 1 ( 8%)
Old fashioned 1 ( 8%)
Main roads nearby; lots of cars 1 ( 8%)
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Item Frequency Mentioned
Lots of elderly 2 (16%)
Social mixture 2 (16%)
- but not a lot of students or families
No parking allowed at night: a problem 1 ( 8%)
Not very attractive 1 ( 8%)
Mostly two-family houses with yards and
lawns 1 ( 8%)
Description of Area Most Familiar
By Subarea:
Coolidge Corner
The area near Coolidge Corner is gnerally described as containing
a lot of elderly people, particularly Jewish elderly. One respondent
remarked that it had only become this way in the last five years. In
addition, there seem to be a fair number of students and other transient
types of residents. In general, the area is described as "fairly safe":
but this is seen as relative to Boston. Several respondents who live
in the immediate Coolidge Corner area complain that it has fallen into
disrepair, particularly some of the larger homes and apartments in the
area. However, those living higher up on Atherton feel the area is
well-kept-up. A few respondents closer to Coolidge Corner complain
that one of the major problems in the area is teenagers hanging-out at
night, particularly in warmer weather. Interestingly, almost half of
the respondents commented about the "residential" or even suburban
qualities of the area: i.e., they remarked about the combined big-city/
small-town aspects: that people were neighborly and that one was able
to get to know the shopkeepers, that the area was "low-keyed" and had
tree-lined streets. A common phrase was: "a lot of stores, yet fairly
small-town".
Corey Hill
Although Corey Hill is frequently perceived by respondents as a
single geographical area (described as the area with which they are
most familiar), it appears that, in describing the area both socially
and physically, at least two different kinds of areas are perceived.
Residents of the streets surrounding the top of the hill (Jordan, York,
Mason Terrace) describe that area as "country-like", "rural", "suburban-
living but urban" and emphasize the point by discussing the trees, large
yards, beautiful views, the feeling of privacy, quiet and isolation, and
that the area is well-kept. Socially, the area is described as solidly
middle-class", "comfortable, not pretentious", "average, not gorgeous",
with older single- and a few two-family homes located fairly close to-
gether. Although middle-class, the area is seen as fairly mixed ethni-
cally ("cosmopolitan"). It is also seen as convenient to transit and
322.
Boston.
Yet, these residents on the top of the hill view the residents and
the environment on the lower parts of the hill (i.e., lower Summit and
Mason Terrace) somewhat differently. They describe these lower areas
as less well-maintained, less well-off socio-economically, more student-
oriented. The people who live in this lower section of the hill (and
even those on top of Summit) seem to share this view to a large extent.
These respondents describe the area both socially and physically as
"mixed": particularly, respondents mention that there are a lot of stu-
dents (a "feeling of transients"), young professionals and elderly per-
sons (although one respondent said there were fewer elderly now than
five years ago). In agreement with this social mixture, the area is
also described as physically varied, but generally containing many more
apartments and multi-family housing units than are found higher on the
hill. It is described by a few respondents as a "bargain area: less
fashionable than elsewhere", and as being dilapidated (or, even more
interestingly, up-keep is mentioned less frequently in describing this
area than the top of the hill). Finally, I thought the feeling of this
lower area was summed up well by a respondent who called it a "transi-
tion area leading to private homes, trees, yards, air". The contrast
is striking, as is the comment by another Summit Avenue respondent who
called the area "not too suburban: containing sidewalks, apartment
buildings, and a lot of variety."
Salisbury
Almost unanimously, this area appears to be seen by its residents
as an upper-middle-class, professional area of large, well-kept, single-
family homes. Yet, this is seen in contrast to its surrounding areas:
the apartments on Beacon Street and in the area of Boston on which it
borders, and the multi-family heterogeneity of Corey Hill. In short,
one is left with the impression of almost a beseiged area: a kind of
residential, upper-middle-class enclave surrounded by (and affected by)
"urban problems" (read as "crime"). Interestingly, it would appear
that many of the residents in this area sit on the line between rejec-
ting suburban ideals (the area is described as "attractive in a city-
way": ehtnically diverse and unpretentious) and yet being disturbed by
what they describe as "city problems". As one respondent put it:
"This is the most urban suburb I know of".
Aspinwall Hill
The key word to describe this area is "mixed", along several dimen-
sions: physically, it is seen as primarily one- and two-family homes,
but with a fair number of small apartment buildings sprinkled through-
out; maintenance levels of housing are also seen as varying greatly,
with some areas described as very well-maintained (e.g., Somerset, Han-
cock, Rawson), some described as mixed with regard to maintenance (e.g.,
Addington, parts of University Road) and others seen as run-down or
generally poorly-maintained (e.g., University Road, Winthrop). Signifi-
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cantly, many of these variations are seen as occurring within a single
block, rather than in generalized segments. This is seen as pertaining
to variations in housing value (with streets "individualized" regarding
value), as well as housing quality.
Although the area is generally seen as middle-class, some sections
(notably, those described above as run-down) are thought of as domina-
ted by students or other young transients. In the single-family sec-
tions of the area, the population is seen as changing over the last few
years, both in terms of younger families moving in (replacing the elder-
ly), and the beginning of some more ethnic diversity. These changes
are viewed with mixed feelings (as one might expect), depending on one's
age, length of time in the area, etc.
Moreover, the residential-commercial mixture is also noted. Although
the area is generally described as "residential", the stores along Bea-
con and Washington Streets would appear to play a fairly significant
role in residents' images of the area: in particular, the small, more
personal and specialized nature of the stores was emphasized. In addi-
tion, several respondents noted the area's convenience to transit and
to Boston.
It is very interesting to note that, although this area contains
many single-family homes, trees, yards and other greenery (the impres-
sion of this interviewer was that it contained as many of these elements
as did Corey Hill area), only one respondent described her area -- a
more isolated section of Aspinwall Hill, Hancock Street, which is a cul-
de-sac -- as "living in the country though ten minutes from Coolidge
Corner". On the other hand, five respondents specifically mentioned
the urban quality of the area ("more urban than suburban", "like New
York without the problems", "an urban area", "a good urban mix", "urban
living"), and several others implied the same in their descriptions.
One might speculate that the great variety/mixutre (both social and
physical) seen in this area is a major contributor to this impression.
It is interesting, however, that, aside from the maintenance issue which
bothered some respondents, the "urbanity" of this area was not given the
same negative tone as it was when used in other subareas.
Griggs Park
Of the twelve respondents in this group, seven described the area
as "quiet", with five of these choosing to first describe the area in
this way. In addition, five respondents said the area was "safe" --
all of these respondents were under the age of twenty-five, and four
were single. Four respondents mentioned the area's convenience to
shops, to transit, to the city. Five characterized the area as, in
some ways, "city-like", "a city house: noise, an alley, multi-family
units, all mixed with a park and single-family homes and yards"; "city-
like but not run-down" (main roads, cars, stores); "a borderline
neighborhood between city (commercial) and residential"; "not very at-
324.
tractive: doesn't look as suburban as other parts of Brookline". Three
respondents mentioned that variety (particularly physical, in terms of
housing types and upkeep) was characteristic of the area. Interestingly,
only four respondents mentioned the park directly in their description,
although another two living near it on Griggs Road described the area as
"pretty", "lawns, flowers, bushes", which might include park references
in the images.
}Item 4. Have you thought of moving from this area, for any reason, in
the past few years?
Sample Yes, Have Thought of Moving:
TOTAL (n=69) 31 (45%)
Coolidge Corner (n=9) 6 (66%)
Corey Hill (n=19) 6 (32%)
Salisbury (n=8) 4 (50%)
Aspinwall Hill (n=22) 11 (50%)
Griggs Park (n=ll) 4 (36%)
Cross-tabulation: Thought of Moving by Tenure
Tenure Thought of Moving
Renter 12
Owner 19
Of those who thought of moving, 39 percent are now renters, 61 per-
cent are owners. Or, put a different way, of all respondents in
the sample who are renters, 43 percent have thought of moving. Of
all owners in the sample, 46 percent have thought of moving. That
is, no significant difference seems to have been found between
renters and owners in the desire to move.
Cross-tabulation: Thought of Moving by Age
Age Group Has Thought of Moving
18-29 year olds 6 (or 35% of all those
in this age range have
thought of moving)
30-39 year olds 10 (48%)*
40-49 year olds 9 (75%)*
50-64 year olds 2 (40%)
65 years old and over 4 (28%)
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Cross-tabulation: Has Children by Plans to Move
Plans to Move Does Not Plan to Move
Has children
(18 years old or under) 16 (50% of
those with
children)
Has no children
(18 years old or under)
15 (41% of
those without
children)
Cross-tabulation: Thought of Moving by Length of Time in Dwelling Unit
Length of Time in
Dwelling Unit
Under 1 year old
1-5 years old
6-10 years old
11-15 years old
16-20 years old
Over 20 years old
No
7 (58% of those
under 1 year)
17 (68%)
2 (25%)
2 (25%)
2 (29%)
8 (89%)
Yes, Thought of Moving
5 (42%)
(32%)
(75%)
(75%)
(71%)
(11%)
Item 4. Reasons Given for Wanting to Move (n=32)
Reasons Given
1. To buy a house or get a bigger house
2. Taxes/rents too high
- taxes = 6
- rents = 3
3. Unsafe area
4. Area has deteriorated/to get into better
area
5. Personal reasons
[6. Don't know = 1]
*
In two cases, more than one reason given.
** I
"Personal reasons" include:
- job-related reasons (n=4)
- divorce (1)
- get own apartment away from parents (1)
- to leave Boston/America (2)
- to be closer to things: Cambridge (1)
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16 (50%)
22 (59%)
Tally
4 (13%)
9 (28%)
3 ( 9%)
7 (22%)
9 (28%)
33*
Discussion
Reasons that are not "area-related" were stated by 28 percent of
those saying they had thought of moving. Of the remaining potential
movers, taxes and rents (particularly the former) would appear to
play a major role in one's desire to move. In addition, it appears
that this is predominantly a concern for residents of the Aspinwall
Hill area, although Griggs Road residents and one from Coolidge
Corner are also represented. (The latter, however, are renters:
the Aspinwall Hill respondents are concerned with taxes.) Another
22 percent say they wish to move because their area has deteriorated
(not as well-kept-up, a "different type of neighbor", etc.*) or, as
one respondent felt, she wished to move to a nicer area (she now
lives on Washington Street and wants to move to Aspinwall Hill).
This response seems fairly evenly distributed among subareas.
One might expect that an obvious reason for moving would be to buy
a house. However, only 13 percent of those thinking of moving gave
this as a response. If the total sample included more renters, one
would expect to find a greater percentage of this response. (Of the
four responding here in this way, three were renters.)
Finally, while only three persons said they wanted to move because
their area was unsafe, two of these were from the Salisbury area:
in fact, these were the only two persons from that subarea who said
they wanted to move for any reason.
Where Would You Move To? (n=37) (N.A.=11) (D.K.=6)
1. Stay in Brookline = 4 (13%)
la. Would like to stay in Brookline,
but it's too expensive = 2 ( 6%)
2. Leave the Boston area = 7 (23%)
3. Would leave America = 2 ( 6%)
4. The suburbs (Newton, Weston, etc.) = 5 (16%)
5. Cambridge or Boston = 2 ( 6%)
6. Would leave Massachusetts = 3 (10%)
One-fifth don't know where they would move to. Almost one-fourth
wish to leave the Boston area, and another 10 percent wish to leave
Massachusetts (and 6 percent wish to leave the U.S.A.). 16 percent
want to move to more suburban areas; only 6 percent to more urban
ones. Only 13 percent wish to remain in Brookline; another 6 per-
cent would prefer it if they could afford it.
*
One Corey Hill respondent said the deterioration of Coolidge Cor-
ner makes him want to move -- as it is a "focal point".
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}Item 5. If someone you liked were thinking of moving into this area
and you wanted to encourage them by showing them around,
what would you show them?
Total Respondents (in descending order of frequency item was mentioned)
(n=48; no pilot respondents)
Item Frequency Mentioned
1. Convenience 27 (56%)
(a) to transit (hence, to Boston) (24)
(b) to shops/shopping (17)
(c) to schools (5)
(d) other: (4)
churches (1)
doctors (2)
recreational facilities (1)
2. Parks 20 (42%)
(a) in general (6)
(b) Corey Hill Park (5)
(c) Griggs Park (5)
(d) Schick Park (3)
(e) St. Marks Park (1)
3. Good Schools 15 (31%)
4. My Neighbors/My Community 10 (21%)
(e.g., concerned for each other;
nice; ethnically diverse; their life
styles are ones I like; owners who
have been here awhile are nice; I
know them and they know me. A
stable community, nice middle-class.)
5. Good Services 9 (19%)
(a) police (4)
(b) generally (3)
(c) fire (2)
6. Coolidge Corner 9 (19%)
(a) delicatessans, discount stores (1)
(b) variety is nice (3)
(c) cheap movies (2)
(d) shops in general (2)
7. Clean, Well-maintained 7 (15%)
8. Single-family Housing 6 (13%)
(e.g., attractive, large homes, private)
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Item Frequency Mentioned
9. Suburban Qualities 6 (13%)
(in urban setting)
(quaint, country-like; urban
population mix but houses with
privacy; suburban-urban area;
large homes but "in city";
less urban than Boston: no
hustle; like a small town)
10. Hill Location 5 (10%)
11. My Street 5 (10%)
(respondents named specific
street or streets in order to
distinguish from those one
would not want to show. Named
were:
- Mason Terrace
- Jordan Road
- Jordan, York, Lancaster only
- Gardner, Washington (not Win-
throp or University)
- Rawson, Somerset, Gardner)
12. Washington Square 4 ( 8%)
- friendly, personal
13. Features Outside the Study Area 4 ( 8%)
(a) Lars Anderson Park (2)
(b) South Brookline (1)
(c) Boston College (1)
14. Safe 3 ( 6%)
15. Pretty General Qualities 3 ( 6%)
16. Quiet 2 ( 4%)
17. Varied 2 ( 4%)
(a) show how area changes from
apartments (Beacon and Winthrop)
to two-family (Addington), to
one-family (Rawson), to estates
(Fisher Hill): all side-by-side
neighborhoods
(b) conglomeration of buildings and
people
329.
Item Frequency Mentioned
18. Paths 1 ( 2%)
19. My House 1 ( 2%)
20. The Buildings on Beacon Where
the Street is Raised 1 ( 2%)
TABLE 7 . Features to "Show" in the Coolidge Corner Subarea
(n=5)
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
1. The stores at Coolidge Corner 4 (80%)
- nice variety (n=2)
- convenient
- "they would end up going there
anyway"
2. Quiet 1 (20%)
3. Police boxes: safety 1 (20%)
4. Warn them regarding no-parking
rule 1 (20%)
5. Parks 1 (20%)
6. Good libraries 1 (20%)
7. Convenience to transit 1 (20%)
8. South Brookline 1 (20%)
TABLE 8 . Features to "Show" in the Corey Hill subarea
(n=13)
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
1. Convenience 7 (54%)
- especially to transit
- shops and schools
2. The Corey Hill Park 6 (46%)
- "neighborhood interest made
it viable"
3. Community qualities 6 (46%)
- concern for neighbors
- interest in neighborhood
events, etc.
4. Schools 5 (38%)
5. Streets on the upper part of
Corey Hill 4 (31%)
6. Coolidge Corner shops 3 (23%)
- only the cheap movies there
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Aspects One Would Show
7. The hill location 3 (23%)
- cool in summer
- "a pain" but nice
- good view
8. Features outside area 3 (23%)
- Lars Anderson Park (n=2)
- Boston College
9. Washington Square 1 (8%)
10. Good services
11. Quiet, country-like 1 ( 8%)
12. Libraries 1 (8%)
TABLE 9 . Features to "Show" in the Salisbury Subarea
(n=6)
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
1. Schools 5 (83%)
2. Convenience 4 (67%)
- to transit and schools (n=4)
- to shops (n=2)
3. Large, attractive homes 2 (33%)
4. A "suburban-urban" area 3 (50%)
5. Good neighbors 1 (17%)
6. Clean, well-maintained 1 (17%)
7. Middle-class area 1 (17%)
TABLE 10. Features to "Show" in the Aspinwall Hill Subarea
(n=14)
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
1. Convenience 9 (64%)
- to downtown, especially
2. Parks 6 (43%)
3. Physical qualities 11 (79%)
- "pretty" layout of streets
- "charming" paths
- "just take them on a tour and
that would convince them"
(n=4)
- only some streets (e.g.,
Rawson, Gardner, Somerset);
not Winthrop or University
Roads (n=3)
- single- and two-family mostly
- "private"
- the physical variety
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Frequency Mentioned
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
4. Schools 5 (36%)
5. Well-kept 3 (21%)
6. Good services 3 (21%)
7. Stores in Washington Street
which I like/know owner 2 (14%)
8. Life-style of those younger
families moving into area 1 ( 7%)
TABLE 11. Features to "Show" in the Griggs Park Subarea
(n=9)
Aspects One Would Show Frequency Mentioned
1. The parks 8 (89%)
- Griggs (n=7)
- "lots of little parks
everywhere"
2. Convenience 6 (67%)
3. This neighborhood: the
people and building mix 1 (11%)
4. Good library 1 (11%)
5. "Pretty" area 1 (11%)
6. Safe 1 (11%)
7. Not a small town, but like it:
everyone knows everyone 1 (11%)
8. Schools 1 (11%)
9. Services are good 1 (11%)
By Subarea
Coolidge Corner
Of the five respondents from this subarea in Waves 1 and 2, four
stated that, first, they would show someone Coolidge Corner: its con-
venience to their area, the variety of stores, some of the specialty
shops (e.g., the deli), and the discounts (one-dollar movie, discount
stores). One respondent said she would show Coolidge Corner because
the person would eventually end up having to go there anyway. The sin-
gle respondent who failed to mention Coolidge Corner at all in response
to this question seems to direct her daily activities more in the oppo-
site direction toward Corey Hill (she works on the hill at Brookes
Hospital). So, although she lives only several blocks from Harvard
Street, her responses were actually more similar to those of respon-
dents living in the Corey Hill subarea (see below): she discussed the
parks in the area, the convenience to transit, the libraries.
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Corey Hill
It appears that one of the strong features of the Corey Hill area,
as viewed by its residents, is its convenient location to transit facili-
ties (hence, to Boston) and to shopping. Out of thirteen respondents in
this subarea, seven made mention of this factor. Interestingly, however,
although convenience to Coolidge Corner was clearly an important feature,
only three respondents made separate mention of the shops themselves at
Coolidge Corner as a feature worth showing to someone (and one of these
added, "although they're a little run-down"). This differs from the
emphasis placed on the stores at Coolidge Corner by the residents of that
subarea.
Other physical features mentioned included the park (included by six
respondents) and the hill location (mentioned by three respondents, and
said to be both an advantage in terms of keeping the area cool in summer,
but "a pain" in terms of pedestrian use). Five respondents chose to list
some aspect of the physical quality of the area as among its strong
points; but of these five, four clearly limited the scope of the area
they were discussing so as to contrast it from conditions in surrounding
streets (e.g., "on a quality basis, just Jordan Road and a few other
streets are worthwhile seeing"; "Jordan, York, Lancaster Terrace all have
greenery, are well-maintained and are beautiful"; "I would show Mason
Terrace and the streets around it"). These distinctions agree with those
made by residents of the area in question 3, when descriptive differences
were often brought out between the upper and lower parts of the hill. It
is also worth noting that, of the four respondents in the sample who went
outside the study area in naming features they would show someone, three
came from the Corey Hill subarea (two mentions of Lars Anderson Park and
one of Boston College). The fourth was from the Coolidge Corner area.
The schools serving this area (primarily the Driscoll and a nursery
school that was mentioned by one respondent) also seem to be among the
major features for which to recommend it. Five of the thirteen respon-
dents noted this feature, saying the schools were quite good.
However, among the strongest points for which to recommend the area
are its social qualities and composition. Six respondents made some men-
tion of this in discussing the things they would want to tell someone
about the area. The area was variously described as a "stable community",
where "neighbors are nice", "care about each other", take enough interest
in what's going on in the area to "make the park a viable place", and
generally make the place one worth living in. The kinds of people in
the area were also described positively as an "urban population mix" which
is "ethnically diverse", although "middle-class".
Salisbury
Only six respondents are included in this small subarea, yet there
is a fair amount of agreement in their responses to this question. Five
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mentioned both the quality and convenience of the Driscoll School as a
major asset to the area. Four also mentioned the convenience to transit,
and three said they would show someone the area's "large" and "attractive"
homes, with a "good amount of privacy". Only two mentioned that it was
convenient to shops.
Aspinwall Hill
It is interesting to note that, in contrast to the responses in the
Corey Hill area, of the fourteen respondents from the Aspinwall Hill area,
eleven named some physical quality of the area as an important aspect of
it to show a potential resident. Of these, only three chose to delimit
the streets they would show someone, in contrast to others they would
not: "Gardner Road and Washington Street, not Winthrop or University
Roads", "Rawson, Somerset, Gardner", "the owner-occupied houses that are
in good condition". Of the remaining respondents, several said they
would show that the area was "all single-family", "mostly single- and
two-family", and "private". Others described the area, generally, as
"well-kept", and four respondents said that they would simply take the
person on a tour (walking or driving) of the area in order to see how
"pretty, quiet and well-kept it was", its general "residential layout of
pretty, tree-lined streets and people who cared about their properties".
Interestingly, while the variety of the area was a major descriptive fea-
ture of it (see question 3), only one respondent chose to point out this
variety as a selling point of the area (she said she would show how the
area changed from apartments on Winthrop and Beacon, to two-family homes
on Addington, to single-family ones on Rawson, to estates on Fisher Hill
-- 'all a side-by-side neighborhood").
Also, in contrast to Corey Hill respondents, only two of the resi-
dents of Aspinwall Hill named any social features of the area as those
they would point out -- and the two mentioned were kind-of half-hearted
at that: one said he would point out the "lifestyle of those moving
into the area" (younger families with kids), and the other said that hous-
ing owners (to distinguish from transient renters, who are also on his
street and are a problem there) who had been living there awhile were
"nice".
Six respondents said they would point out the parks (with three nam-
ing Schick Park specifically); only one respondent said the paths were
"charming". Five respondents noted that the schools (both Driscoll and
Pierce) were good, and three made note of the Town's good services.
Finally, eight of the fourteen also noted that the area was conveni-
ent both to the transit and for shopping. But in terms of the Washington
Square shopping area itself, only two respondents included this as some-
thing they would want to show: both said they would point out the "shops
on Beacon" which they liked because they knew the proprietors.
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Griggs Park
It would appear that the primary features to be pointed out in this
subarea are the parks (Griggs Park most often and, also, St. Marks Park).
Of the nine respondents in this area, seven said they would show someone
the park(s) ("flowering trees", "amount of green space"). In fact, for
one respondent, this was the only feature he could think of to recommend
the area ("if the person were store-oriented, there's not much to show").
However, five of the other respondents also mentioned the convenience of
the area to transit and shopping; three named several public facilities
(school [1], library [1], pool and continuing education programs [1]).
Only one named any community qualities, vaguely saying that the park was
a place "to be communal around".
*Item 6. Suppose you were taking a selectman aound your area to show him
the things you didn't like about it: what would you show him?
Total Sample (n=48)
(Only includes Waves 1 and 2. Did not include question in pilot
form.)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
Overnight parking ban/Lack of
parking 12 (25%)
Deterioration of Washington Square 11 (23%)
Poor services 8 (17%)
Non-enforcement of leash law 7 (15%)
Personal dislikes* (see below) 7 (15%)
Traffic 6 (13%)
Corey Hill Park not maintained 6 (13%){ Buildings in area kept-up poorly 5 (10%)
Zoning/Building code violations 4 8%)
Coolidge Corner 3 6%)
"Pit" near Star Market 3 6%)
MBTA service 3 6%)
Driscoll playground 2 4%)
New high-rise buildings 2 4%)
Lack of street curbs 2 4%)
- parking on lawn
- wash-off of grassy areas
Crime 2 4%)
Inadequate path maintenance 2 4%)
Not enough open space 1 2%)
Mentions things outside area 1 2%)
(Brookline Village)
Don't know = 4 5(10%)
"Nothing" = 1 J
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Discussion of Items
Lack of Parking/Overnight ban
One-quarter of all respondents mentioned this as a feature they dis-
liked about their area. In reality, this would be a Brookline-wide com-
plaint, rather than one specific to this area. While most of those who
complained about lack of space for parking were, as one would expect,
renters, a few homeowners also mentioned this as a problem. Respondents
complained that the parking ban was "senseless", "inconvenient", and
made it difficult for one to have visitors. In addition, the added ex-
pense of overnight parking ($25-30/month) in a lot, the fact that the
parking lots were not numerous enough, were in poor condition and were
located far from one's dwelling were also mentioned. Finally, one respon-
dent felt that the overnight ban made "every green space in Brookline into
a parking lot", and added that "they don't clean the streets, anyway".
It should be noted that parking complaints were equally divided between
residents of the Coolidge Corner, Aspinwall Hill and Griggs Park subareas.
Deterioration: Washington Square
It is interesting that, while only three respondents said they dis-
liked (and would point out to a selectman) Coolidge Corner, nearly one-
fourth of the respondents did mention Washington Square in this regard.
In general, respondents felt that Washington Square was being "down-gra-
ded", was in "a state of flux", was becoming or had become "run-down" and
that it was now "unviable", "horrible", "seedy". The traffic and parking
problems there were specifically mentioned, as was the "plethora of dis-
count stores". The appearance of the Hi-Lo discount market was seen by
at least half these respondents as a symbol of the current state of the
Washington Square area (it "looks like a circus; like a warehouse in a
run-down area"; it is a "neighborhood eyesore"). The fact that the store
was a discount store did not, it would seem, disturb respondents as much
as its appearance. Other comments were that few merchants seemed to take
care of their stores and that there were rumors that the stores were
"marginal". Respondents felt that there was, generally, a lack of Town
response regarding Washington Square (as compared to Coolidge Corner),
and that a more active and creative planning role had to be taken.
One further comment about traffic and parking in this area: one re-
spondent felt the great amount of traffic through this area caused Beacon
Street to actually be a barrier for him (stating that this was one reason
he didn't know the areas west of Beacon). Apparently, living close to
Washington Square, however, does not necessarily mean that people will
walk to the area to shop (and, therefore, that parking for these people,
at least, would not be a problem). As one resident of the Salisbury area
(only two or three blocks from the shops) explained, you can't buy much
at the stores if you walk, so parking is a problem there, as far as he is
concerned.
(Another two respondents mentioned their concern regarding their
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children crossing the street at Washington Square. However, I have in-
cluded their comments under "traffic", below.)
Of those respondents who mentioned the Washington Square area as a
problem, five were from the Salisbury subarea, four from Aspinwall Hill,
and two from Griggs Park.
Poor Services
In this category, specific service problems were usually mentioned.
Five of the eight respondents complained of the lack of snowplowing.
(It should be noted that, with one exception, these comments were made
prior to the heavy January snowfall. Had more interviewing been done
after this time, perhaps even more complaints would have been made in
this area.) Two of these "snow" complainers lived on Mason Terrace and
complained that neither the street nor sidewalks were plowed during
storms. One respondent who lived on Orchard Street (near Boston border)
felt the Town forgot they were still part of Brookline.
Other service complaints were that garbage was only picked up once
a week, that the streets were not swept often, in spite of the parking
ban, and that the police were rarely seen patrolling on one's street
(even by car). Several old-time residents expressed annoyance over the
fact that while taxes had increased greatly during their residence in
the Town (for one respondent, this was a tenfold increase over thirty-
four years), services had decreased.
Non-enforcement of Leash Law
Comments were equally divided among subareas.
Personal Dislikes
These included:
(From Corey Hill): Hill makes TV reception awful; I shouldn't have to
pay for METCO; when we put out papers for the newspaper pick-up, someone
ripped them off; the Town destroys our trees with their utility lines.
(from Aspinwall Hill): I've had two dead tree stumps on my street for
the past ten years; my landlord is low to fix things.
(from Griggs Park): Stores and services here cater to the elderly; we
should have a skating rink closer than Cleveland Circle.
Traffic
Two of these six respondents complained of the pedestrian-crossing
system at Washington Square and suggested that there should be a cross-
light where cars don't turn. Another two respondents complained of heavy
traffic on their streets (a respondent of Downing Street said it was used
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as a short-cut; one on Winthrop wanted a stop sign at Winthrop and Col-
burn Crescent). Another two complained of the one-way street system on
Aspinwall Hill: saying it was inconvenient and made traffic unusually
heavy on the remaining two-way streets. Finally, one respondnet felt
crossing (in Griggs Park area) was difficult for the elderly, as "walk"
lights were not long enough.
Corey Hill Park
All comments regarding the park were made by respondents from the
Corey Hill subarea. The maintenance of the park was described as "dread-
ful", and the park was said to be full of broken glass. Residents them-
selves had apparently tried to keep up the park, but had found it hard to
get ahead of the problem. In conjunction with maintenance needs, respon-
dents felt more policing of the park was needed: not only was the park
described as a hang-out site for teenagers from "all over", but several
respondents also claimed that servicemen (e.g., gas men and electricians)
played basketball in the park during the day and kicked smaller kids off
the courts). Although the park was described as a problem by residents
scattered throughout the hill, it is a particular problem to those living
next to it. These respondents complain that their own property is "trash-
ed" by those hanging around the park and that the area is noisy because
of it. As one park neighbor said: "We can't enjoy the park; we wish we
didn't live near it".
Buildings in Area Not Well-kept-up
Of the five respondents making this complaint, four were from the
Corey Hill area (see discussion below on Corey Hill responses). The re-
maining respondent was from University Road on Aspinwall Hill, a street
which contains a fair proportion of young, student-type renters mixed in
with some homeowners. The complaint was that transients didn't care how
the area looked and neither did their absentee landlords.
Zoning/Building Code Violations
Four respondents -- two from Corey Hill and two from Aspinwall Hill
-- said they would show their selectmen several zoning and/or building
code violations occurring in their areas. On Corey Hill, one respondent
felt some of her neighbors were violating the single-family zoning in the
area by renting out parts of their homes to others. Another respondent
complained that a new building owner had torn up an old carriage house
"ruthlessly" and had received the required zoning variance to do so.
This latter complaint, while not a violation by law, was apparently viewed
as a "neighborhood violation" by this respondent.
On Aspinwall Hill, both respondents claimed that some dwellings in
the area were over-occupied and that the Building Department was unrespon-
sive to complaints regarding this problem.
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Coolidge Corner
Interestingly, only three respondents cited Coolidge Corner as a
"problem" to show their selectmen: one of these persons was from Corey
Hill and two were from the Griggs Park area. The crime in the area
("black people from Roxbury loot stores there"), and its general downgrad-
ing were specifically cited. [Why have so few respondents named Coolidge
Corner in response to this question? Speculation: perhaps it is not
"disliked" relative to other problems in the area; perhaps respondents
have perceived (via newspaper reports and actual work) that the Town is
attempting to make improvements to Coolidge Corner.]
"Pit" near Star Market
Although only three respondents (Westbourne Terrace, Lancaster Ter-
race, Evans Road) cited this as something they disliked, in the next ques-
tion (i.e., anything ugly in the area?) more respondents did name this
vacant lot in similar terms.
MBTA Service
Self-evident
New High-rises
Both respondents from Corey Hill area.
Lack of Street Curbs
Two respondents from the Aspinwall Hill area (both from Colbourne
Crescent) complained that while there were curbs on the other side of the
street, there were none on their side. Consequently, cars parked on the
grass alongside the road (in one case, this was the respondent's front
lawn). This was eroding the grass, of course, causing it to wash away.
Crime
Both respondents from Salisbury area.
Paths
One respondent mentioned that Mason Path was not well-lit and was
"scary"; another respondent mentioned that the paths on Aspinwall Hill
were not repaired or cleared of snow.
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TABLE 12 . Items to Show Selectman in Aspinwall Hill Subarea (n=15)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
1. Washington Square 4 (27%)
2. Traffic problems 4 (27%)
- one-way street system
- traffic on Winthrop and Beacon
Streets
- traffic at Washington Square
3. Overnight parking ban 4 (27%)
4. Poor services 4 (27%)
- don't clean streets adequately
despite parking ban (n=2)
- don't maintain or clean path
stairs
- don't remove dead tree stumps
5. Unenforced leash law 2 (13%)
6. Taxes too high 2 (13%)
7. Building code violations 2 (13%)
8. No curbs, so people park on lawns 2 (13%)
9. Nothing 2 (13%)
10. Poor MBTA services 1 ( 7%)
TABLE 13 . Items to Show Selectman in Griggs Park Subarea (n=9)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
1. Parking problems 4 (44%)
2. Washington Square 2 (22%)
3. Leash law unenforcement 2 (22%)
4. Coolidge Corner 2 (22%)
5. No crosswalks on sidestreets:
difficult for elderly to cross 1 (11%)
6. Better Sunday bus service needed
on Washington Street 1 (11%)
TABLE 14 . Items to Show Selectman in Coolidge Corner Subarea (n=5)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
1. Parking-related problems 4 (80%)
2. No open space or street trees 1 (20%)
3. Poor snow clearance 1 (20%)
4 MBTA needs more cars 1 (20%)
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TABLE 15 . Items to Show Selectman in Corey Hill Subarea (n=13)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
1. Corey Hill Park maintenance
and policing 6 (46%)
2. Building upkeep/building and
zoning code violations 5 (38%)
- particularly on Summit
Avenue and lower parts
of the hill
3. Leash laws unenforced 2 (15%)
4. Snow plowing: streets and
sidewalks 2 (15%)
5. New high-rise buildings 2 (15%)
6. Mason Path: not lit enough 1 ( 8%)
7. Coolidge Corner 1 ( 8%)
8. Washington Square 1 ( 8%)
- Hi Lo Market
9. Traffic crossing at Washington
and Beacon Streets 1 ( 8%)
10. Driscoll School: needs upgrading 1 ( 8%)
11. "Pit" near Star Market 1 ( 8%)
12. METCO 1 ( 8%)
13. Don't know 4 (31%)
TABLE 16. Items to Show Selectman in Salisbury Subarea (n=6)
Features Disliked Frequency Mentioned
1. Washington Square 4 (67%)
2. Traffic and parking problems 3 (50%)
- traffic on streets too fast
- two-hour parking limit un-
enforced
- crossing at Washington and
Beacon Streets
3. "Pit" at Star Market 2 (33%)
4. Proximity to Boston 2 (33%)
5. Driscoll playground 1 (17%)
6. Crime 1 (17%)
7. Leash laws unenforced 1 (17%)
8. Garbage pick-up: should be
more frequent 1 (17%)
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By Subarea
Coolidge Corner
Four of five respondents complained about lack of parking space and/
or the parking ban. Other single complaints included the lack of open
space in the area, the poor snow clearance (even on Beacon Street) and
the need for more MBTA cars.
Corey Hill
One of the primary concerns in this area is Corey Hill Park: its
maintenance and supervision. 27 percent of those responding to this ques-
tion from this area cited the "dreadful" maintenance of the park (broken
glass, trash, etc.) and the fact that it serves as a congregation place
not only for children from the area, but for young adults from outside
Brookline who use its facilities and chase the younger users away. It
seems to be a problem for all those in the area who have children and wish
to use a park; but it is, naturally, a particular problem for residents
who adjoin the park. Two of those latter respondents interviewed expres-
sed real dismay at the effect of the park on their lives.
There was also considerable concern expressed in this area about pro-
perties which are not being kept-up. The majority of the poorly-kept pro-
perties mentioned were located on Summit Avenue and included an abandoned
nursing home (and concern that Brookes Hospital was to be abandoned, too),
and generally poorly-kept properties which respondents felt were being run-
down to force development to occur. Also mentioned were properties near
the Boston line (Corey Road) and one mention of Coolidge Corner.
Three respondents complained about the unenforced leash law; three
complained of poor services (two from Mason Terrace said their streets
and sidewalks were never plowed; and two complained of the new high-rise
buildings on Beacon Street.
The largest proportion of D.K. responses (in fact, all the D.K. re-
sponses) came from this area: one-fourth of all those asked the question
said they didn't know what they didn't like in the area.
Salisbury
Three of the six residents from this area cited concern for Washing-
ton Square as a shopping facility, saying it was "unviable" in that there
was no place to park. [Note: although he only lived a few blocks from
the shops, this respondent says he cannot buy a lot when he walks] and
that there were rumors of the stores being "marginal". Also, the stores
were said to look "seedy", lacking care and that there was an over-abun-
dance of discount stores. Two respondents were also concerned about chil-
dren crossing Beacon Street at Washington Square, since cars turn on the
"rwalk' light.
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Two respondents complained of: (a) crime in the area (and the proxi-
mity of the area to Brighton); (b) traffic problems through the area and
that the streets were not patrolled regularly by the police.
Aspinwall Hill
Slightly over one-fourth of the respondents in this area cited Wash-
ington Square as an area they would show a selectman: the traffic and
parking problems there as well as the general appearance and condition of
the area ("lack of Town response"). Another quarter cited parking/over-
night-parking ban problems throughout the area in general; this included
both owners and renters. One owner felt the parking ban made every green
space into a parking lot. Two respondents complained of the traffic sys-
tem on Aspinwall Hill, saying that the one-way streets made trips incon-
venient and caused more heavy traffic on the remaining two-way streets.
This respondent also cited the need for a stop sign at Winthrop Road and
Colburne Crescent. Two respondents complained of poorer services than
they had formerly received (especially snowplowing and garbage pick-up)
and, in connection with this, another respondent complained that the
paths in the area were neither repaired (i.e., the stairs) nor plowed.
Since these paths represent an important means of circulation for those
on the hill, this would not be a trivial complaint.
As mentioned earlier, two respondents from Colburne Crescent complain-
ed of needing curbs on their side of the street, as people park on the
grass and wear it away.
Two respondents complained that the building codes for the area were
being violated in terms of over-crowding of dwellings. This, it was felt,
caused some parts of the area (e.g., University Road) to rapidly become
run-down.
Two respondents wanted the leash laws enforced.
Two saw "nothing" they disliked in the area.
Griggs Park
Of the nine respondents in the area, four complained of the parking
ban. Two complained of the stores at Washington Square (one cited prob-
lems with the bar there), and two with Coolidge Corner. Another two com-
plained of lack of leash law enforcement.
}Item 7. Are there places in this area which you think of as particularly
unpleasant or ugly?
Total Sample (n=68)(1 N.A.)
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Items Mentioned Frequency Mentioned
No 23 (34%)
Washington Square 13 (19%)(or, 29% of those
who saw ugly
things)
Summit Avenue 8 (12%) (or 18%)
"Hole" near Star Market 8 (12%) (or 18%)
Coolidge Corner 7 (10%) (or 16%)
University Road 5 ( 7%) (or 16%)
Boston 5 ( 7%) (or 11%)
Corey Hill Park 4 ( 6%) (or 8%)
Winthrop Road 4 ( 6%)
New apartment buildings 4 ( 6%)
Brookline Village 3 ( 4%)
Other (see discussion below) 8
Discussion
Of greatest interest is that nearly 35 percent of respondents said
there was nothing they could think of which was ugly or unpleasant in
their area.
However, almost one-fifth of respondents (19 percent) mentioned the
Washington Square area as ugly. These respondents were from the Aspinwall
Hill, Griggs Park and Salisbury areas. More than half of these respondents
specifically cited the new Hi-Lo Market as an "eyesore". Other specifics
were lack of design control despite the sign ordinance, inadequate parking,
and the need for more trees to make it prettier.
Aspects of Summit Avenue were listed as ugly by over one-fourth of
Corey Hill respondents, and by two from the Coolidge Corner area as well.
These included: the various run-down properties along the avenue, a run-
down old rooming house at Mason and Summit, the litter, garbage, dog
"crap" on the street, the closed nursing home and the liquor/grocery store
on Summit and Beacon with its adjoining parking lot which seems not to be
kept-up.
Again, it is interesting to compare the frequency of responses for
Washington Square with the relative infrequency for Coolidge Corner.
While almost 20 percent of all respondents named Washington Square as
"ugly", only 10 percent named Coolidge Corner. Not all of these respon-
dents were from the Coolidge Corner, Corey Hill area. Of the seven, three
were from Aspinwall Hill. One of the Coolidge Corner residents was mainly
talking of the residential parts of the area when she said that it was not
a very beautiful area, largely because of its lack of old trees and open
space. Perhaps one indication of why Coolidge Corner was not mentioned
more in this negative way is a comment by a Corey Hill respondent who
said that there was nothing ugly in her area now that they were rehabing
Coolidge Corner a bit.
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[For comments regarding Corey Park, University and Winthrop Roads,
see subarea discussions below.]
A few persons could find nothing ugly in their areas as compared to
the Boston areas adjoining them: areas of Allston (near Coolidge Corner
and Corey Hill), and Brighton (near Salisbury).
Four respondents from differing subareas found the new high-rise
buildings on Beacon Street and on Centre Street ugly. Three of these
specifically mentioned 1501 Beacon (one specifically cited the swimming
pool -- a "mess of concrete" -- which her home faces). It should be noted,
however, that a fifth respondent said he used to think 1501 Beacon was
ugly but now thought it was "okay".
Interestingly, three persons went outside the area to name Brookline
Village as the only particularly ugly place they knew.
Finally, the "other" comments included:
- 3 complaints about Beacon Street
(the trees that died, the rooming houses near Marion catering to
transients, and the backs of the buildings)
- Welland-Gardner Road junction
- Schick Park
(felt its development had been stopped short)
- a neighbor's home
(hangs wash in front)
- some "unpleasant" features:
- unequal assessment of properties
- over-concentrations of elderly
- sense of being near traffic (Marion Street)
By Subarea
Coolidge Corner (n=9)
Five of these nine respondents could find nothing ugly or unpleasant
about their area. One mentioned Coolidge Corner shopping area (since
McDonald's) and one mentioned the "gross" new apartment buildings on Centre
Street and the general lack of trees ("not a beautiful area").
Corey Hill (n=19)
As mentioned earlier, over one-fourth of the respondents from this
area cited features of Summit Avenue which they felt were ugly/unpleasant:
run-down houses, transients/students, garbage and litter. In addition, to
add to the problems of this street, another four respondents said they
thought Corey Hill Park was now ugly in its present condition. One re-
spondent summed up her feelings and some others' feelings nicely: "Summit
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Avenue itself is a disaster." Only two respondents from this area men-
tioned Coolidge Corner.
[Note: one-third of respondents from this area said nothing was
ugly about it; but the majority of these, it should be noted, were from
the pilot study.]
Salisbury "Flats" (n=8)
Four of these eight respondents mentioned the Star Market "pit" as
ugly, four cited the deterioration of Washington Square. Interestingly,
two said the most ugly part of their area was Brighton (which, in some
cases, is at the other end of streets in this area; i.e., blocks are some-
times divided between Brookline and Brighton). One respondent cited
Coolidge Corner as ugly, and one said, "University Road, but that's really
outside this area."
Aspinwall Hill (n=22)
Six respondents said there was nothing ugly about this area.
On the other hand, another six said they thought that University Road
and Winthrop Road were both fairly ugly (particularly where both enter
Beacon Street and where Winthrop and Colburne Crescent meet). A few (two)
respondents thought some people on Winthrop were, however, trying to fix
up a bit. University Road was pictured as "a lot of students and land-
lords who don't care", and as containing "unsavory people: it's a symp-
tom of what's happening in the area". [Note: all these interviews were
done before the Christmas shooting incident on University Road.]
Six respondents felt Washington Square was ugly, needed more trees.
Four others named the hole near Star Market as an ugly spot; and three re-
spondents said they thought Coolidge Corner was ugly (had "lost its dig-
nity", "signifies the beginning of the end"). It seems clear from some
of these comments that several residents at least "saw" some of these
"ugly" sights as dismal symbols regarding the future of their areas.
Other comments of ugly places included: the Welland/Gardner Road
junction, the trees that were cut down on Beacon Street, one respondent
who thought Schick Park was not adequately completed.
Griggs Park (n=ll)
Half of these respondents said that nothing in their area was ugly.
Two said they felt 1501 Beacon -- a new high-rise development -- was ugly,
and one singled-out the swimming pool of that building opposite her home
for criticism. However, a third respondent from this area said she used
to think 1501 was ugly, but now felt it was "okay".
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"Ugly" Places in the Coolidge Corner Subarea (n=9)
Places Cited Frequency
Nothing 5 (56%)
Coolidge Corner (since McDonald's) 1 (11%)
New apartment buildings on Centre Street 1 (11%)
Lack of trees in whole area 1 (11%)
Allston (adjacent to area) 1 (11%)
"Ugly" Places in the Corey Hill Subarea (n=19)
Places Cited Frequency
Nothing* 6 (32%)
Summit Avenue features 5 (26%)
- rundown houses
- students/transients
- garbage/litter
- nursing home: closed
Corey Hill Park 4 (21%)
Coolidge Corner 2 (11%)
Boston - near area 1 ( 5%)
*
The majority of those saying "nothing" on this subarea was
"ugly" were from the pilot interviews.
"Ugly" Places in the Salisbury Subarea (n=8)
Places Cited Frequency
Washington Square 4 (50%)
- in spite of sign ordinance
"Pit" near Star Market 4 (50%)
Brighton 2 (25%)
- garbage and snow
- areas of Brookline near Boston, too.
Coolidge Corner 1 (13%)
University Road 1 (13%)
- "But this is really outside my area"
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"Ugly" Places in Aspinwall Hill Subarea (n=22)
Places Cited Frequency
Nothing 6 (27%)
University and Winthrop Roads 6 (27%)
- but some are now fixing up
Winthrop (n=2)
- "lots of students and landlords who
don't care"
- "unsavory people: a symptom of what's
happening in the area"
Washington Square 6 (27%)
"Pit" near Star Market 4 (18%)
Coolidge Corner 3 (14%)
- "Has lost its dignity"
- 'signifies the beginning of the end"
"Ugly" Places in Griggs Park Subarea (n=10)
Places Cited Frequency
Nothing 6 (60%)
1501 Beacon 2 (20%)
Rooming houses on Beacon Street 1 (10%)
Back of the Washington Square stores 1 (10%)
OItem 8. Has your area changed in any way over the past several years?
How? (Do you think these changes have made the area better or
worse as a place to live?)
A. Total Sample (n=69)
Response Frequency
Yes, my area has changed = 47 (68%)
No, my area has not changed = 9 (13%)
Don't know (hasn't lived in area
long enough = 13 (19%)
69
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B. "These changes have made the area
Response Frequency
Better = 7 (15%)
Worse = 28 (60%)
Both better and worse = 4 ( 92x)
Can't tell from response = 8 (17%)
C. How has area changed?
Item Frequency of Mention
Population changes in area 31 (67%)
Area is less safe 9 (20%)
Coolidge Corner deterioration 7 (15%)
New development 7 (15%)
Area has generally deteriorated 7 (15%)
Washington Square deteriorated 6 (13%)
D. By Subarea
Coolidge Corner (n=9)
Of the nine respondents in this subarea, six said that their area
had changed, one respondent said it hadn't, and two didn't know. Of the
six who felt it had changed, all felt the changes were for the worse.
In terms of the ways in which the area had changed, four respondents
cited changes in Coolidge Corner shopping area (more kids hanging around
since McDonald's opened; dead now in the evening; is less "classy" now
with discount stores and McDonald's; it has depreciated since the good
stores moved away). In fact, of the seven mentions of Coolidge Corner in
the total sample, four were from this subarea and three were from the
Corey Hill area.
In addition, two respondents felt there were more elderly people in
the area rather than families (with one respondent adding that there were
more students as well). Two respondents felt the area was now less safe.
Corey Hill (n=19)
Of the nineteen respondents in this subarea, thirteen (or 68 per-
cent) felt the area had changed over the past few years. Three respon-
dents felt there had been no change, and three didn't know. Of those who
felt it had changed, eight, or almost two-thirds, felt it had changed for
349.
as a place to live."
the better, two felt the changes had been both positive and negative,
and there was one respondent whose comments it was not possible to place
a value on.
Almost all of those seeing change (11 respondents) felt there had
been changes to the population of the area. Specifically, the area was
depicted as having:
(a) An increase in younger families with children, as the elderly
in the area sold their houses and moved out (n=7). While five respondents
seemed to think this was a positive change for the community, two respon-
dents felt that these younger families were "less stable" and less able
to afford to maintain their properties well.
(b) A greater ethnic mix: more Orientals, more blacks in particu-
lar (n=5). Opinions on this change were, again, split: three respon-
dents felt this change made the area worse (less stable, "lowering the
quality", etc.), but two respondents seemed to feel more positively about
it (e.g., "Orientals who care about their property"). Somewhat related
to this, one respondent felt there were also more one-parent families
now, which meant a change in the kinds of students in the school (less
discipline) and an increased need for day care).
(c) An increase in the number of students in the area (n=4). All
of these respondents felt this was a negative change. It was felt that
students "cheapened" the area, expected to use the Town's facilities with-
out making a commitment to maintain property, and that they lived in
apartments owned by landlords who don't care for the properties.
(d) Finally, two respondents felt there was also an increase in
the number of elderly in the area; however, from their comments it seems
they may have been referring to the Town as a whole and not only to this
Corey Hill area.
In addition to population changes, three respondents mentioned chan-
ges (all negative) having occurred in the Coolidge Corner shopping area.
(i.e., "gone downhill quickly" as the attractive stores with quality mer-
chandise closed and cheaper ones came in; degenerated to "lower-class dis-
count haven"; "no nice shops").
Two respondents felt the area was now less safe (one respondent at-
tributed this to the park). One respondent felt the area had changed only
in the deterioration of Summit Avenue, where the larger homes have been
changed to multiple dwellings and have become rundown. Finally, one re-
spondent felt the new high-rise apartment buildings were probably a bad
thing for the area, although she felt the new housing on Lancaster Ter-
race (next-door to her) was okay except for parking difficulties.
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Salisbury (n=8)
All respondents from this area felt it had changed in the last
several years; half felt it had changed for the worse, one respondent felt
the change was both positive and negative, and three respondents' comments
could not be valued either way.
Three respondents felt that more young families with children were
moving in to fill homes formerly owned by elderly residents. This was
viewed either positively or neutrally, except that one respondent expres-
sed concern that some of these families were renting rather than owning,
thereby making the area somewhat less stable. One respondent also com-
mented that there used to be more families in the apartments along Beacon
Street, but that now single "groups" lived there instead (negative).
Finally, one respondent felt there were more black and Oriental families
in the Driscoll School area and that this made the area less "stable".
Three respondents felt their area was now less safe. Two of these
placed much of the blame on the Fedelis Way housing project across the
Town line in Boston. One respondent said that even petty crimes (as well
as serious ones) had increased, which made her very "uncomfortable".
Three respondents expressed concern over the changes the new BRA
housing for the elderly (in nearby Brighton) would bring to their area.
One felt it would bring an even greater increase in crime (as criminals
would be attracted to the area to prey on the elderly). Another felt it
would "change the character" of the area as it would be the first "tall"
building there (although the community had fought and won to have the
building height reduced to ten stories and to get additional parking).
In short, this community seems to be very concerned over the impact of
changes in Boston on their community.
Finally, two respondents expressed concern over the Washington
Square area: one commented on the Hi-Lo Market (which she felt negated
much of the Town top money which had been spent on landscaping and "beau-
tifying" the area). The other felt the Washington Square area was "slid-
ing down", but that a few more recent indications were that it was pick-
ing up a bit (e.g., the new gourmet shop on Washington Street).
Aspinwall Hill (n=22)
Fifteen respondents (68 percent) from this subarea felt that there
had been a change in it over the past few years; three said there had
been no change, and four didn't know. Of those fifteen who felt a change,
eight saw it as a change for the worse, two thought it was better, one
saw the change as both good and bad and four comments were neutral.
Of the changes described, ten respondents named population shifts
in the area:
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(a) Five respondents said that younger families were moving in.
Reaction to this was divided, depending, it would seem, on the age of
the respondent. Older respondents who had been in the area for many
years (and had, therefore, seen families grow up and move out, and other
ones move in) felt negatively about the shift: "the neighborhood looks
like hell now"; "new generation of neighbors; not as much respect for
things so neighborhood has changed". Younger families (two respondents)
who had moved in over the past several years saw the shift as a positive
one ("more interaction"). One older respondent was neutral, merely
stating this observable change.
(b) Four respondents felt there were now more students and other
young transients in the area, particularly on Winthrop and University
Roads and in the apartments near Washington and Weybridge Streets. This
change was viewed as negative by all four respondents, who described the
consequences of this social change as leaving the area more rundown
(landlords who didn't care for the places), and having neighbors with
interests which differed from those of families. In general, these
groups were viewed as taking over what were formerly "family" areas.
(c) One respondent saw more Chinese families in the area. This
was the only mention of any ethnic population shifts in this subarea.
Somewhat related to these social changes is the fact that five re-
spondents from Aspinwall Hill thought the area had deteriorated in some
way over the past several years. Two respondents saw this in terms of
increased traffic and parking on residential streets. Three respondents
saw the change as a result of the shifting population - i.e., that new
people were not keeping up the area as well; that they had dogs for se-
curity and didn't obey the leash laws; that homes were getting so expen-
sive that families could not afford to buy them and keep them up as well.
One respondent saw the problems found on University Road spreading to
the rest of the Hill (e.g., poorly kept housing, transient population,
etc.) and called it the "encroachment of inner city problems". In addi-
tion, this respondent had seen the further "urbanization" of the area
on Rawson Road where green acres had been paved for parking spaces.
Four respondents cited changes in the Washington Square shopping
area. All of these were negative: the Hi-Lo Market ("not classy"),
the rapid turnover of stores, the increase in traffic over the last few
years (the respondent said the TOPICS improvement program had only made
the situation worse. Several others had said a similar thing about this
program as well), the increase in vandalism and store vacancies.
On the positive side, two respondents recalled that Schick Park
had been improved and that new trees were planted to replace the dead
elms.
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Griggs Park (n=ll)
Of all the subareas, opinion of changes having occurred was more
equally divided in the Griggs Park subarea. Five respondents said they
thought there had been a change, two found no changes and four didn't
know. Among those who had seen changes occurring, three respondents
thought they were for the better, while only two thought they made the
area worse to live in.
Three respondents saw population changes occurring: two of them
didn't like this (one saw more transients in the area; one had lived in
the area for thirty years and had seen it change from Yankee to, she
said, "primarily Jewish" which she didn't enjoy: "can't get the same
kind of tenant"). But one respondent saw the area becoming more mixed:
economically, ethnically, according to age; and containing single-parent
families (like herself). She felt this was very good.
On the negative side, one respondent saw the crime rate in the
area as having increased.
However, new development was viewed positively by one respondent
who saw the 1150 Beacon Street high-rise as "not hurting the neighbor-
hood and it got rid of an ugly vacant lot". Another respondent saw an
improvement in that teenagers used to hang-out in the park at night, but
no longer did so.
Profile of Respondents Who Said No Change Had Occurred: (n=9)
Of those who said no change had occurred in their area, seven were
owners of homes, two were renters. Four of these respondents were age
65 or over (two respondents were 40-49 years old; two were 30-39 years
old; one was 18-29 years old). In terms of the total sample, homeowners
are somewhat overrepresented here, as are the elderly over 65 years old.
Length of residence (in current dwelling unit) seems evenly distributed,
ranging from .33 years to 32 years.
Profile of Those Respondents Who Said Change Had Made Area Better: (n=7)
Of these seven respondents, five were owners, two were renters.
Only two were over 65 years of age; three respondents were 30-39 (one
respondent was 40-49 years old, and one was 18-29 years old). With one
exception, these respondents tended not to have lived in the area for
very long: (in ascending number of years) .17, 1.5, 1.5, 3.5, 4, 6.5,
22. It appears that some of these respondents may represent some of
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those "young families with children" who were seen recently moving into
several of the subareas, as discussed above, and who saw the area chang-
ing in directions they liked (not surprisingly).
Cross-tabulation: Plans to Move by Perceived Changes in Area
Plans Perceived Change
Don't
Know if
changed
or not
Feels
area
has not
changed
I Feels area has changed for:
IBetter IWorse Better + Worse
Respondent has
thought of moving 5 4 2 16 2 2
from area (n=31) (15%) (13%) (6%) (52%) (6%) (6%)
Respondent has not
thought of moving 8 5 5 13 3 4
from area (n=38) (22%) (13%) (13%) (34%) (8%) (11%)
*
C.T. = Can't Tell value from response.
Of those respondents who felt the area had changed for the worse,
55 percent had thought of moving, 45 percent had not. Of those respon-
dents, totally, who had thought of moving from the area, over half felt
the area had changed for the worse. Only a small number (6 percent)
"saw" the area as having changed for the better, and another 6 percent
saw it as having gotten both better and worse. On the other hand, of
those who had not thought of moving, about one-third saw the area as
having gotten worse, while 13 percent saw it as having gotten better,
with an additional 8 percent saying it was both better and worse.
Cross-tabulation: Length of Time Living in Brookline by Feelings About
Impact of Changes on the area.
Years Living
in Brookline
Under
(n=6)
year
Feels Changes
Have Made
Area Worse
(n=28)
Feels Changes
Have Made
Area Better
(n=7)
Feels Changes
Have Been Both
Better + Worse
for Area (n=4)
Can't Tell
Feeling from
Response
(n=8)
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a I
Years Living
in Brookline
Feels Changes
Have Made
Area Worse
(n=28)
Feels Changes
Have Made
Area Better
(n=7)
Feels Changes
Have Been Both
Better + Worse
for Area (n=4)
I I I
1-5 years
(n=25)
6-10 years
(n=5)
11-20 years
(n=20)
Over 20 years
(n=13)
}Item 9. What do
years?
Can't Tell
Feeling from
Response
(n=8)
you think will happen to this area in the next ten
Total Sample (n=69)
Predictions
Sees area getting worse/going downhill
Sees area staying about the same
Sees area getting better/improving
Is not sure. Hopes it won't get worse
but fears it will
Don't know
Frequency Mentioned
30 (43%)
17 (25%)
9 (13%)
7 (10%)
6 ( 9%)
By Subarea Sees Area
Getting
Worse
Sees Area Sees Area
Staying Getting
Same Better
Is Not Sure
Hopes It
Won't Get
Worse; Fears
It Will
a 0 1 i
Coolidge Corner
(n=9)
6 (66%) 2
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Doesn't
Know
By Subarea Sees Area Sees Area Sees Area Is Not Sure Doesn't
Getting Staying Getting Hopes It Know
Worse Same Better Won't Get
Worse; Fears
It Will
Corey Hill 7 (37%) 2 0 1 0
(n=19)
Salisbury "Flats" 5 (63%) 7 (37%) 2 (25%) 0 1
(n=8)
Aspinwall Hill
(n=22) 10 (45%) 0 2 (25%) 1 1
Griggs Road 2 (18%) 3 (27%) 2 (18%) 2 (18%) 2 (18%)
Discussion of Subareas:
1. Coolidge Corner:
Two-thirds of the respondents in this subarea expressed the feeling
that the area would get worse over the next ten years. Another two felt
it would stay the same, but these had felt the area had become worse over
the past several years. Several felt it would become more rundown as
properties which even now needed "major" work were left to decay further,
and other older homes were neglected. In conjunction with this, several
respondents felt that, as properties continued to run down at the same
time that housing prices in the area remained high, only developers would
be attracted to buying property for purely speculative purposes. These
respondents saw more high-rise development occurring in the area and
felt this was a negative prospect, having seen the area change over the
past few years from single- and two-family homes to new high-rise apart-
ment buildings (e.g., on Centre Street).
Two respondents felt there would also be some population changes:
as housing continued to be expensive, the area was seen as attracting
more elderly and young students and fewer families. One respondent felt
the area would become "less Jewish" and that "lower classes" would be
moving in as there would be less restriction regarding the race of resi-
dents.
One respondent said that, during the warm weather, the presence of
teenagers hanging-out on the streets (especially at Coolidge Corner) led
her to feel the area was deteriorating. With the onset of colder weather,
however, this problem disappeared, and now the respondent felt the area
would probably stay about the same.
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Finally, one respondent, living on Atherton Road, had just bought
a house on Mason Terrace. She said she hoped the area would remain the
same.
2. Corey Hill:
Respondents here were generally divided between those who felt the
area would get worse over the next ten years and those who felt it would
remain about the same.
Of those seven feeling it would get worse, four foresaw "total de-
cay" or the area's becoming "a slum". This was blamed on a combination
of economic factors: on wealthier, older families moving out and being
replaced by younger families with fewer economic capabilities to buy
homes in the area (which are fairly expensive) and maintain them as well
-- particularly as the homes got older and needed more financial input
to keep up. In addition, also because of the high costs of housing in
the area, fewer families were expected to move in, leaving the area open
for more students -- hence, less stability. One respondent also felt
that people in the area were "terribly afraid of new development"; she
felt the situation was "hopeless" as the Town granted many variances to
developers. One other respondent said she hoped there would be no more
big apartment buildings.
For those who felt the area would remain about the same, three re-
spondents credited the activity of the area's neighborhood association
with ensuring this outcome: i.e., that people were too actively invol-
ved/too civic-minded to allow the area to become downgraded. One respon-
dent spoke of the area's "feeling of community" as a reassurance of the
area's remaining unchanged. Finally, two respondents felt the quality
of the school (the Driscoll) would encourage those with children to re-
main. Two respondents felt the area would stay the same because real
estate values were too high to allow its becoming a slum; however, we
saw above that this same fact led some respondents to conclude that the
high real estate prices would rather stimulate a downward slide in the
area.
Finally, three respondents said they were not sure what would hap-
pen to the area, but two of these indicated suspicions of the area becom-
ing worse than it is now: one respondent based this opinion on the pre-
sent increase in apartments and the student-elderly population in the
area. This respondent felt the area was not attracting families with
children. In addition, this respondent was worried about the different
ethnic groups which have recently begun moving into the area. Another
respondent compared the area's uncertain future to areas like Mattapan,
which deteriorated within relatively short periods of time. The only
hope this respondent held was that rents in the area were still high.
Most interesting is the fact that no respondent from the Corey Hill
subarea saw it getting better/improving over the next ten years.
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3. Salisbury
Nearly two-thirds of the respondents from this area saw it becom-
ing worse over the next ten years. Two respondents mentioned the crime
rate in the area as an indication of a bleak future. Related to this,
another two respondents felt the area's proximity to Boston made its
future "ambiguous" at best -- one felt that people from Boston were al-
ready causing the downgrade in the quality of stores in Washington
Square ("catering to lower-income people"), and we have seen from re-
sponses to earlier questions that crime has frequently been attributed
in this area to its proximity to Boston. Finally, several respondents
also expressed concern over the changing "ethnic character of the area.
In addition, two respondents did feel the area would improve over
the next few years. One saw this trend occurring as older homes were
being bought by young families who had begun fixing them up. The second
respondent felt the improvements would occur very slowly, because of the
"soaring tax rate", discouraging people from buying into the area. How-
ever, this respondent felt that the area's convenience to Boston and
quality school system (seen particularly in light of neighboring Newton's
reported school deterioration) would keep bringing stable families in.
Once again, however, this respondent worried about the dampening effect
the area's proximity to Boston would have on this trend.
4. Aspinwall Hill
Almost half of the respondents from this subarea (i.e., 45 percent)
saw it becoming worse over the next ten years. Half of these respondents
saw the area becoming more transient (i.e., attracting more students) and,
hence, more seedy and rundown as landlords (as one respondent put it:
'greedy landlords") raised rents and refused to keep up their properties.
The apartment areas were especially seen as being the focus of decay in
the future -- even those respondents who felt areas of single-family
housing would remain the same, saw the apartment areas as becoming worse
("decline a la University Road"). One respondent asked: "who wants to
go as Cambridge has gone?" referring to the influx of students in the
area. Two of the older residents felt that the influx of younger fami-
lies into the area as the "old timers" left would also cause the area to
"coast downhill". However, younger respondents -- particularly some of
these "younger families" -- saw this, naturally, as an indication that
the area would improve (see below). One respondent felt that many of
the residents of larger homes would not be able to maintain them -- pri-
marily because of the very high initial costs of the homes and the high
tax rate. Finally, one respondent worried that some of the remaining
larger properties might be sold off in the future for subdivision de-
velopment (e.g., a large property on Rawson Road adjacent to the Friary,
now owned by an elderly man).
Another 36 percent of respondents from this area felt it would re-
main about the same. However, two of these specified that only the more
affluent single-family housing areas would stay the same; the apartment
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areas they felt would decay. One reason given by a respondent for the
area's remaining the same was that landlords tried to keep students out
-- students seem to be viewed negatively in terms of an area's future
condition.
Finally, 23 percent of respondents here saw the area as improving.
The primary reason given was that younger families with children were
moving into the area replacing the elderly, who were moving out. In ad-
dition, one respondent said he was "cautiously optimistic" about the
future of the area: foreseeing improvements made to the Driscoll School
and possible upgrading of the Washington Square area. However, it should
be noted that this was the only respondent who held out even a possible
hope of the latter occurring, and this particular respondent is actively
involved in a Town-community improvement study for the Washington Square
area.
5. Griggs Park
Of all five subareas. resoondents from the Griggs Park area were
most evenly divided over the future of it. While three respondents felt
it would remain about the same (with possible improvement to the Coolidge
Corner area), two felt it would get worse (citing the increasing crime
rate and the fact that the area is too expensive for families). On the
other hand, an equal number (n=2) felt the area would improve, one assum-
ing so "since it's Brookline". Finally, another two respondents felt it
could go either way: that unless properties were maintained, developers
would be allowed to tear them down in order to put up "new monsters".
These, it was felt by both respondents, would severely change the charac-
ter of the area. It should be noted, that several new high-rises had al-
ready changed the landscape of this area over the past several years.
Cross-tabulation: How Respondents See Area's Future by Impact of Change
Impact In next 10 years, sees area getting:
Change has made the area Better Worse Staying Same Isn't sure, but
a place to live: (n=9) (n=30) (n=17) hopes not worse
(n=7)
Better 2 0 5 0
Worse 1 20 3 4
Both better and worse 2 0 2 0
Can't tell 1 4 1 0
Feels the area has not
changed at all 1 3 2 3
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Impact
Change has made the area
a place to live:
In next 10 years, sees area getting:
Better Worse Staying Same Isn't sure, but
(n=9) (n=30) (n=17) hopes not worse
(n=7)
Doesn't know if change
has occurred. Has not
lived there long enough
Cross-tabulation: Impact of Change by Predictions Over Next Ten Years.
By Subarea
1. Coolidge Corner (n=9)
Change has made the area
a place to live:
In next 10 years, sees area getting:
Better Worse Staying Same Isn't Sure
Better (n=0)
Worse (n=6) 3(50%) 2(33%) 1(17%)
Both (n=0)
Can't tell (n=0)
No change seen (n=l) 1(100%)
Don't know (n=2)
*
i.e., 50 percent of all six who felt the change had been for the
worse also saw area getting worse in next ten years.
2. Corey Hill (n=19)
Change has made the area In next 10 years, sees area getting:
a place to live: Better Worse Staying Same Isn't Sure
Better (n=2)
Worse (n=7)
Both (n=2)
Can't tell (n=1)
No change seen (n=3)
Don't know (n=3)
5(71%)
1(33%)
2(100%)
2(100%)
1(100%)
1(33%)
1(33%)
2(29%)
2(67%)
1(33%)
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Cross-tabulation: Impact of Change by Predictions Over Next Ten Years
(continued) By Subarea
3. Salisbury (n=8)
Change has made the area
a _ place to live:
In next 10 years, sees area getting:
Better Worse Staying Same Isn't Sure
Better (n=0)
Worse (n=3) 3 (100%)
Both (n=2) 1 (50%) 1 (50%)
Can't tell (n=3) 1 (33%) 2 (67%)
No change seen (n=0)
Don't Know (n=0)
4. Aspinwall Hill (n=22)
Change has made the area In next 10 years, sees area getting:
a place to live: Better Worse Staying Same Isn't Sure
Better (n=2) 1 (50%) 1 (50%)
Worse (n=9) 1 (11%) 7 (78%) 1 (11%)
Both (n=1) 1 (100%)
Can't tell (n=3) 3 (100%)
No change seen (n=3) 1 (33%) 1 (33%) 1 (33%)
Don't Know (n=4) 1 (25%) 2 (50%) 1 (25%)
5. Griggs Park (n=ll)
Change has made the area In next 10 years, sees area getting:
a place to live: Better Worse Staying Same Isn't Sure
Better (n=3) 1 (33%) 2 (67%)
Worse (n=2) 1 (50%) 1 (50%)
Both (n=0)
Can't tell (n=0)
No change seen (n=2) 1 (50%) 1 (50%)
Don't Know (n=4) 1 (25%) 1 (25%) 2 (50%)
Item 10. Has the Town of Brookline spent any money on improving and/or
changing this area in the past several years? (n=69)
Responses to Item 10 are largely individualized according to
subarea.
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BY SUBAREA:
1. Coolidge Corner (n=9)
Of the nine respondents in this subarea, four said they didn't know
if the Town had made any improvements in the last several years. Undoubtedly,
the short period of time during which these residents had lived in the area
(.25 years, .5 years, 1.5 years, 2 years) accounts for this response in large
part. In addition, two respondents who had lived in the area for longer
periods said that the Town had not made any improvements/changes over the
past several years -- one of these added that there was no need for any.
Only one respondent mentioned the current on-going improvements along
Harvard Street -- i.e., mentioned the new benches and trees. However, this
person was skeptical of the utility of these "improvements", saying he sup-
posed it looked better but doubted that this was the best use to be made of
available money for Coolidge Corner. He had no suggestions, however, of
what this "best use" might be.
Finally, the two respondents from Atherton Street mentioned the tree
replacement program in the area (particularly along Beacon Street) one also
listed "street maintenance" in general as something the Town does.
2. Corey Hill (n=19)
Only one respondent said he didn't know of any Town improvements
(living there 1.5 years), two respondents were not asked the question; two
respondents said that no improvements had been made to the area.
Five respondents said the Town had made street, sidewalk and curbing
improvements in the area. The next most frequently-mentioned "improvement"
was Corey Hill Park: four respondents mentioned the work the Town had done
here. All of these respondents, however, were negative about the impact
these changes had had: most felt the improvements were minimal at best and
one felt the addition of the new basketball court had primarily benefitted
teenagers from Brighton, rather than the children from the area. One mother
said that, at the community's insistence, the Town had recently allocated
$10,000 to improve the park once again according to neighborhood plans.
However, she didn't know what the current status of this project was.
Another two respondents also recalled instances of changes brought on by
means of community pressure: one was the addition of a traffic light at
Corey and Summit Avenues, the other was an increase in police patrols after
a community-police meeting concerning burglaries.
Only two respondents mentioned the replanting of trees in the area.
Another two spoke of the Housing Code Enforcement Program and Home Improve-
ment Loan Program. The respondent who mentioned the former had been made to
correct some housing faults at that time.
Several individual "improvements" mentioned were:
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- The new MBTA waiting areas.
- The new high rises: this respondent did not feel this
change was really an improvement to the area, however.
- New lights at the Jewish Community Center.
- The widening of the street and the tree planting at Harvard
Street. The respondent, however, said he would wait until
he saw how it looked before judging if it were an improve-
ment or not.
- The improvement of some water pipes.
It should be noted, that not all of the Town's "improvements" or
capital expenditures were viewed as beneficial to the area by residents.
The additions and changes to Corey Hill Park are a prime example of this.
Also, the two respondents (both at Coolidge Corner and Corey Hill) who
mentioned physical changes to Coolidge Corner were somewhat reserved in their
judgements regarding the impact of these. The high rises in the area are
another case in point. Finally, one respondent also complained that, outside
the study area, the Town had added "lavish pools" and "extravagant library
renovations". To these he said, "Most of us don't want too much spending;
we want to keep taxes down. In short, we want the beauties of the Town
maintained without too much expense."
3. Salisbury Area (n=6)
(Of the eight respondents from this area, two were not asked this
question, so n=6)
Of the improvements/changes discussed by these six respondents, three
mentioned the Code Enforcement and Home Improvement Loan Programs, one
saying that his home had been "rescued" by it. Five of the six respondents
also mentioned the tree replacement program although not all were positive
about it. One respondent complained that the new specimens were "ugly
little trees" and compared this to the older trees which had made the streets
in the area look like "French Boulevards". Another respondent said the Town
had taken down trees they "said" were diseased, but that he doubted it; in
their place, the Town had put "skinny little trees that don't grow much".
This was apparently very evident to this respondent (who lived on Westbourne
Terrace) since the residents on the other side of the street had fought to
keep their older trees (apparantly these were either not elms or not
diseased), preferring "skinny sidewalks and big trees", to the wider sidewalks
that had been put in on the respondent's side. This respondent also com-
plained that the Town had, as part of the new sidewalk work, put in grass
areas as well; these, however, never were watered and have consequently
died -- "not much of an improvement". This respondent noted that four years
ago, the Town had installed a post for a firebox in front of his house;
however, they never put on the box itself.
Two respondents recalled that some work had been done at Washington
Square shopping area as well. However, both respondents were doubtful of
the benefits accruing from this. One mentioned that the traffic pattern at
Washington Square had been changed and greenery added, noting the changes
were only a "small improvement: better but not the best". The other
respondent made a similar comment, noting that changes such as the addition
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of trees had made the area look "a little better" but that "Washington Square
has bigger problems" that such changes had not addressed.
4. Aspinwall Hill (n=22) (D.K. =2); (Not asked = 1)
Four respondents almost 1/5 of the sample from this subarea, said
there had been no Town improvements here. One added that this wasn't
necessary as "people take care of things themselves"; another explained that
there was no need for Town "rehabilitation" in the area as it hadn't
"fallen apart" as much as other areas had. Finally, a third respondent said
that, rather than any improvements having been made, things had actually
gotten worse as Town services had declined.
By far, the largest number of respondents mentioned the repaved
streets and new sidewalks that had been placed in this area (n=12). How-
ever, not all of these respondents were satisfied with the job that had
been done. Apparently there had been an earlier debate in this area
(particularly, it would appear from responses received, in the Rawson Road
-- Colbourne Crescent blocks) over whether or not the Town should install
new sidewalks, especially where none had formerly existed. Residents feared,
it would seem, that this would "cityfy" the area and kill the existing trees.
It appears that a compromise was reached: one side of these streets were
paved and new trees were planted; the other side was left green and seeded
(i.e., grassed over). Four respondents referred to this contraversy and its
solution: two who lived on the side which received the grass alone (i.e.,
grassy slopes going into the street) complained that they needed curbs at
least (not sidewalks) to keep cars from parking on the grass (in one case
the respondent considers this part of her lawn that cars park up on). One
of these respondents claims that, with each rain, more grass gets eroded,
making a curb necessary to protect the new sod. A third respondent felt
that not only had the sidewalks indeed "citified" the area, but that digging
up the old street had, as anticipated, killed the old trees. Moreover,
these were, of course, replaced by little specimens. Finally, one respondent
who said the Town had fixed the streets added, "They don't do it as often
as they used to."
Seven respondents also noted that the Town had planted new trees to
replace the dead elms. One respondent commented that the dogs had killed
the new little trees on her street. A resident of Winthrop Road complained
that the Town had spent money cutting down dead trees, but had not replaced
many of these to date.
Four respondents noted the improvements that had been made to Schick
Park -- one commenting that these had been in response to neighborhood pres-
sure. A respondent who lives near the park differed from the other three
in her opinion that while the improvements made the park "better than before",
they were still not very good ("it looks like they never developed it far
enough").
Three respondents referred to the Code Enforcement Program in the
area, one adding that, via this program, several buildings on University Road
were brought up to code level and, hence, were less of an "eyesore". One
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respondent said that he had received money to fix up his home. However, the
third respondent commented that, in his opinion, the program had been mis-
managed.
One set of "improvements" which are clearly not viewed as such by
some residents have to do with traffic solutions. Three respondents
complained of the one-way traffic system on Aspinwall Hill, calling it
"inconvenient" or, alternatively, "a pain in the ass". It should be noted,
that several other residents had complained of these changes in response
to earlier questions. In addition, two respondents criticized the "TOPICS"
traffic improvement project carried out in Washington Square several years
ago. Under this program, the traffic patterns at Washington and Beacon
Streets were changed to promote smoother traffic flow. In addition, some
landscaping were made by several residents of the Salisbury subarea (see
above). Two respondents from the Aspinwall Hill area commented on the
traffic changes, one felt that these did no good at all; the other insisted
that, rather than alleviate traffic problems, the new system had created
worse bottlenecks. A respondent from Griggs Road area (below) had similar
comments regarding this project.
5. Griggs Park (n=ll) (D.K. =1) (Not asked = 2)
One respondent said no improvements had been made to this area.
Of the six respondents who cited improvements, three referred to
Griggs Park and all were very positive about it, saying that the Town had
improved the park and have kept it up well. In addition, one mentioned that
the park was now well-protected.
The three respondents living on or very close to Washington Street
mentioned that the Town had "dug up Washington Street and put in things"
-- or had replaced water mains, as one respondent clarified. It should be
noted that the two respondents included in the Aspinwall Hill sample who
also live on or close to Washington Street mentioned this street repaving
as well.
Three respondents mentioned the replaced elm trees. One, however,
complained that the elms were replaced by ginkos on his street which were
"ugly" and provided no shade.
Finally, one respondent noted the TOPICS program at Washington Square
(although not by name) saying the traffic pattern was now "terrible". In
addition, she stated that, when the project was first completed, it was "all
concrete", but at the insistence of the community, some shrubs were put in.
The respondent, however, said these "were not a great deal better". This
would seem to agree with similar comments made by respondents from the
Salisbury and the Aspinwall Hill areas.
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Item 11. What recommendations Would you make Concerning how the Town
should spend its money in this area over the next year?
TOTAL SAMPLE (n=67, as two respondents were not asked question)
Items on which money should be spent Frequency
1. Parks: renovate existing/create new 15
2. Traffic improvements 11
3. Washington Square improvement 9
4. School: physical and program improvements 9
5. Housing 8
6. Parking 7
7. Maintaining streets/sidewalks 7
8. Paths: lighting (n=5), and maintenance (n=3) 6
9. Crime reduction 6
10. Service improvements 6
11. Tree plantings 6
12. Increased Recreation Facilities 5
13. Development of "Pit" near Star Market 3
14. Improve Coolidge Corner 4
15. MBTA improvements 3
16. Expanded day care programs 3
17. Enforcement of leash law 2
18. Improve Summit Avenue 2
19. Other: 4
(1) Bike lanes
(2) 24-hour stores
(3) mini bus routes
(4) funds for neighborhood planning and two
planners for neighborhoods.
NOTE: If one omits the Pilot Survey from one's compilations, the items for
which respondents wanted to spend money were in the following order
of frequency:
Item Frequency
1. Parks 10
2. Traffic 9
3. Washington Square 7
4. Schools 7
5. Parking 6
6. Paths 4
NOTE: Pilot respondents were asked a slightly different question. How-
ever, their responses were so similar to those of the rest of the sample that
I have pooled them all together. These pilot respondents were asked the
following question: "If the Town only had a limited amount of money to spend
on this area this year, what three things would you recommend they spend it
on?
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Item Frequency
7. Service Improvements 4
8. Trees 4
9. Development 4
10. Housing 4
11. Maintaining Streets/Sidewalks 3
12. Crime 3
13. Recreational facilities 3
14. Coolidge Corner 3
15. MBTA 2
16. Day Care 2
17. Leash law 2
18. Other:
- additional funds for neighborhood
planning and planners
- more 24-hour stores
19. Improve Summit Avenue 1
If one leaves out the pilot responses, the order of frequency of items men-
tioned is somewhat different -- particularly for "Street Maintenance". This
may be due to the fact that the pilot interviews were conducted during the
summer when, perhaps, more people are aware of the condition of their streets
-- particularly maintenance of the grass edging and such. Similarly, if one
omits the pilot, "service improvements" moves up on the list. Since several
of these later interviews occurred in the winter, the lack of snowplowing
undoubtedly affected these respondents. The important thing to note, how-
ever, is that in spite of having omitted twenty-two interviews by eliminating
the pilot, no one item (even those with very small frequencies) is totally
eliminated; but, rather, the items are still represented in a somewhat
comparable order of frequency.
Discussion of Items (using TOTAL SAMPLE LIST)
1. Parks:
The most frequently-mentioned item on which respondents would spend
money. This included basically two types of suggestions: (1) fix up and
maintain existing parks: especially mentioned in this regard was Corey Hill
Park although one respondent also mentioned Schick Park; (2) create new open
space areas either by acquiring small land parcels, or by fixing up/reclaim-
ing parking lots, etc. One respondent in the Coolidge Corner area (an
elderly woman) did not want a new park in her area since she felt there were
already too many kids hanging out there. One respondent wanted more lighting
near Corey Hill Park. A final respondent thought the summer park aides ought
to be given equipment to use.
2. Traffic Improvements:
The largest number of respondents citing this as an expenditure item
(seven of eleven respondents) were from the Aspinwall Hill area. Several
wanted a stop sign or lights installed at the intersection of Beacon Street
and Winthrop Road. Another two wanted either a stop or yield sign at
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Winthrop Road and Colburne Crescent. Several wanted the one-way system
eliminated, and one wanted traffic regulations more rigorously enforced.
Other "Traffic" comments included:
- A 15 mph sign near Corey Hill Park (apparently a child
had been run over there).
- More street lights at other-than-major crossings --
particularly for the sake of the elderly.
- No parking allowed on Park Street as it was felt this
street was too narrow.
- Better police enforcement of reckless driving.
3. Washington Square:
Five of the nine respondents in this category were from the Aspinwall
Hill area and three were from the Salisbury area. All comments were that
this shopping area should be improved, "made more viable". Suggestions
included providing more parking space, "humanizing" the pedestrian circula-
tion system by making circulation less car-oriented, giving incentives to
business to open in the area, and improving the quality of the stores. In
addition, two respondents suggested that the streets be widened, and trees
benches added, making it more "mall-like", or "like they've done in Coolidge
Corner".
4. School Improvements: Out of nine comments, five respondents were from
the Salisbury area.
All of these comments concerned the Driscoll School, and involved
the following: (1) improving the facility itself and especially the recrea-
tional area (more play space, more grass); improving the incinerator/heating
system (one respondent said there was no need to study this, as the Town
had suggested; just fix it: "everyone knows what's wrong"); and improve the
teaching techniques: two respondents felt the school should go back to
"basics" and more "discipline", saying that the current approach in trying
more experimental techniques was "too liberal".
Finally one respondent suggested that, while the Driscoll Playground
was being renovated, parking facilities should be put underneath. These
could be used by residents-in the evenings.
5. Housing:
Of eight respondents, five were from the Aspinwall Hill area. Most
of the comments from this area centered around providing some kind of incen-
tives and/or regulations to get people to fix up and maintain their homes:
e.g., tax incentives; enforcement of building zone regulations; small-interest
loans for rehabilitation. One respondent felt that housing affordable by
"average" wage earners (e.g., $17,000/year) should be made more available if
the Town wished to encourage families to remain in the area. This sentiment
was echoed by a respondent from the Coolidge Corner area. A Salisbury re-
spondent felt her area should also be eligible for rehabilitation loans.
Finally, an elderly resident of Corey Hill wanted the Town to continue
providing housing for the elderly, as well as rent control.
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6. Parking: (two from Coolidge Corner, two from Aspinwall Hill, three from
Griggs Road)
No one had a clear plan for solving this dilemma, however, a few
suggestions were offered: (1) a sticker program for residents with off-
street parking only necessary for non-residents; (2) a staggered street
cleaning system as they have in New York, or periodic area cleanings as they
have in Cambridge; (3) garages built as a last resort.
One respondent felt that, if the off-street parking system were to
remain, money should be spent on fixing the parking areas which, she said,
were in terrible condition.
7. Maintaining Streets/Sidewalks:
Respondents in this category were distributed fairly evenly among all
subareas. Some just said they would want money spent to "keep up the streets."
Some respondents, however, were more specific, suggesting money be spent to
fix the sidewalks (in the Salisbury area), fix pot holes (in the Coolidge
Corner area), maintain the "splotches of grass" on the sidewalk as well as
the sidewalk itself (Aspinwall Hill), and repair the road behind Garrison
Street down to Tappan Road.
8. Paths:
Six respondents complained about unsafe and unsatisfactory conditions
on some of the Town paths. On Corey Hill, respondents complained of lack
of adequate lighting on both Mason Path and Summit Path. In addition, two
respondents living or Lancaster Terrace wanted the establishment of a new
path leading down from the hill to Westbourne Terrace. At the present time,
children cut across private properties to get to the school on Westbourne;
residents complained that this was not only unsafe (as the slope is steep),
but that properties are trampled and littered as well. One respondent
suggested establishing the new path along the route of an old dirt road in
existence behind the school.
In the Griggs Road area, two respondents complained that there was not
enough lighting on Marion Path.
Finally, on Aspinwall, one respondent wanted the Town to fix up Col-
bourne Path, and said she believed her neighbors were "suing the Town" to
get better maintenance there.
9. Crime Reduction:
Half of the responses here came from the Salisbury area, and involved
increasing police patrols in the area. One respondent suggested that a
special "neighborhood cop" be assigned a day shift in the area.
Two respondents wanted more police patrolling on Corey Hill as well,
with one emphasizing the need for more patrols at the park.
Finally, two residents of Aspinwall Hill said they wanted to see more
police patrolling the area rather than simply be told that they drive by.
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10. Services:
Half of the six respondents who mentioned the need for service improve-
ments spoke specifically of the need for better snow plowing (NOTE: Most of
these comments were made before the heavy storms; several, though, were made
afterward). Two additional respondents felt that garbage should be picked-
up more than once per week. The general delivery of services was criticized
by another two respondents who felt these could be made much more efficient
("They send out three men to clean a street"). One respondent was rather
dismal over the prospects of changing this system, though: "There's corrup-
tion and waste, but you can't lick the system."
It should be noted that four of the six comments on this subject were
from the Aspinwall area.
11. Tree Planting:
Most comments concerned removal of dead trees and replacements. A
respondent from Aspinwall Hill wanted a "significant tree planting program"
for the area. A second respondent from that area felt that the trees on
Claflin Street might be diseased and should be looked at.
12. Increased Recreational Facilities:
Particularly for young people and teenagers, but some respondents
felt that these facilities should be expanded to include a wider range of
people -- for example, by making them more available to all during the day-
time.
13. Development:
Of the five respondents in this category, three wanted to see something
done with the vacant parcel of land near Star Market. Two other respondents,
however, were really more anti-development: i.e., for these, this is a kind
of anti-category. These respondents wanted to see no more hi-rise develop-
ment occurring. This did not preclude other development (e.g., "garden"
apartments), however.
14. Coolidge Corner:
Especially emphasized was the need for more parking and an improved
traffic system. However, it is interesting that, given the fairly negative
view of Coolidge Corner expressed by many respondents in Item 12, more
respondents did not mention this as something on which the Town should spend
money. One might speculate that respondents may have been aware that the
Town was discussing plans for changing Coolidge Corner. However, even
respondents in the pilot interviews which were carried out long before any
such change was evident, failed to mention Coolidge Corner in response to
Item 11. Are the problems at Coolidge Corner not as pressing -- relative to
others -- for residents as some Townspeople might believe?
15. MBTA Improvements:
While several respondents were aware that this was not directly under
Town control, three respondents mentioned anyway that they thought the MBTA
service (particularly the Beacon Street line) needed considerable improve-
ment. In addition, one wanted to see more covered waiting areas on that
line.
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16. Day Care:
Three respondents (all mothers of small children) wanted to see an
expansion of the Town's day care program. One even suggested that a new
program might be worked out where elderly residents are "coordinated" with
families who have small children for day care purposes.
17. Leash law:
This is self-evident. However, it should be noted that both respon-
dents who wanted greater enforcement of this law were from the Corey Hill
area.
18. Improve Summit Avenue:
Two respondents from the Corey Hill area felt that several improve-
ments could be made to upgrade the present condition of Summit Avenue.
These included fixing up run-down properties -- particularly inspecting
properties for code violations; enforcing the Town's sanitation regulations,
so that garbage is only put out on garbage collection days. Specifically,
one respondent felt the property opposite Brookes Hospital needed immediate
attention.
19. Other:
- The establishment of a safe bike lane system in Brookline.
- More 24-hour stores allowed into the area.
- A mini-bus route to hilly areas (e.g., Aspinwall Hill) not serviced
by public transit.
- Additional funds for special "small-scale" planning with neighborhood
groups, and the addition of two planners to deal solely with neigh-
borhood issues.
Recommendations for Town Expenditures.
(a) Coolidge Corner Area (n=9)
Items to Spend Money On Frequencies
Recreation center for youth 2
Better service delivery (street repairs and 2
snow plowing)
Driscoll School renovation 1
Better parking facilities (sticker program) 2
Coolidge Corner: more parking 1
Corey Hill Park renovation 1
Don't know (n=2)
(b) Corey Hill Subarea (n=19)
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Items to Spend Money on Frequencies
Corey Hill Park 5
Better path lighting: Summit and Mason Paths 3
Better housing and zoning code enforcement 3
Better traffic' control 2
Coolidge Corner: improve traffic and parking 2
Improve Driscoll School facility 2
Improve Washington Square 1
Don't know (n=3)
(c) Salisbury Subarea (n=8)
Items to Spend Money on Frequencies
Improve Driscoll School facility 5
Reduce crime: more police patrols 3
Improve Washington Square 3
Develop "Pit" near Star Market 2
Improve Services (street maintenance and snow 2
plowing)
Entend day care 1
Don't know (n=l)
(d) Aspinwall Hill (n=21)
Items to Spend Money on Frequencies
Park improvements: more open space 6
Improve Washington Square 5
Traffic improvements 5
Better street and path maintenance 5
Better housing code enforcement 4
Improve off-street parking facilities 2
More tree plantings 2
Improve Coolidge Corner 2
More police patrols 1
Mini-transit to go up hills 1
Don't know (n=3)
(e) Griggs Park (n=10)
Items to Spend Money on Frequencies
Improve parking facilities or change 3
parking law
Better lighting on streets and paths 3
More tree plantings 2
Expand recreation programs 1
372.
FrequenciesItems to Spend Money on
Expand day care
Create bike lanes
* Item 12. (a). Where do you usually go to do your shopping?
A. Food Shopping:
Place Frequency
1. Star Market (Beacon Street) 31
- From Aspinwall Hill (16 or 52%)
- From Salisbury and Griggs (8)
- From Corey Hill and Coolidge Corner (7)
2. Stop and Shop (Harvard Avenue) 27
- From Corey Hill (11 or 41%)
- From Griggs Road (6)
- From Aspinwall Hill (8)
- From Coolidge Corner (2)
3. Washington Square Area 13
- Mostly from Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury
Flats. Only one from Griggs Road
4. Stop and Shop (Washington Street) 9
- From Corey Hill (5)
- From Salisbury (3). Aspinwall (1)
5. First National (Cypress Street) 9
- Griggs (3); Aspinwall (4); Corey Hill (1);
Coolidge Corner (1)
6. Beacon Market 5
- Coolidge Corner (2); Griggs (2); Corey
Hill (1)
7. Purity Supreme (Harvard Street) 3
- Coolidge Corner (1); Corey Hill (2)
8. Morse's 3
- Coolidge Corner (1); Corey Hill (2)
9. Haymarket (Boston) 2
10. Other: 6
- Food co-ops (4)
- Boston (1)
- Watertown (1)
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1. Those living in Coolidge Corner seem divided in where they generally shop
for food: out of nine respondents, 13 shopped at Star Market near Washington
Square, five shopped closer to Coolidge Corner (at Stop and Shop on Harvard
Street, Mores's and Beacon Markets), one shopped on Cypress Street, one at
the Purity Supreme on the other side of Coolidge Corner, and one down in
Haymarket (Boston).
2. For Corey Hill, shopping patterns again were divided between the Harvard
Street Stop and Shop (n=ll or 58% of all Corey Hill respondents), the Wash-
ington Street Stop and Shop (n=5), and Star Market near Washington Square
(n=4). Two respondents belonged to food co-ops and did not buy their food
in the area.
3. In the Salisbury area, residents shopped at a variety of locations: Star
Market (3), the other shops in Washington Square (3), Stop and Shop on Wash-
ington Street (3), and outside the area in Boston and Watertown (2).
4. Most of the respondents from Aspinwall Hill said they shopped at the
Star Market (n=16 or 73%) in Washington Square; but residents here also
reported shopping at the other shops in Washington Square (n=9), the Harvard
Avenue Stop and Shop (n=8), the First on Cypress Street (n=4), Food Co-ops
(2), and the Haymarket (1).
5. Finally, respondents of the Griggs Park area were about equally divided
in shopping at the Harvard Avenue Stop and Shop (n=6 or 55%), and the
Washington Square Star Market (n=5). Three shopped on Cypress (Finast), and
two at the Beacon Market. Only one mentioned Washington Square.
It seems clear that (1) individuals shop at a variety of stores, not
always going to a single one; (2) though they tend to shop at large super-
markets and at supermarkets closest to their home area, they do shop at
smaller stores when these are convenient (e.g., those living nearest to
Washington Square who shop there). In areas which are not clearly nearest
to a single major store, residents use a variety of stores in the surrounding
areas (probably based on price, individual preference, perceived distance
from one's home, etc.). One Aspinwall Hill respondent, for example, claimed
he would never again use the Harvard Avenue Stop and Shop because there were
not enough parking spaces there.
B. Clothing, Household Items, etc.
Place Frequency
1. Suburban Shopping Malls 37 (46%)
- especially Chestnut Hill Mall
2. Boston stores 27 (39%)
3. Coolidge Corner 15 (22%)
4. Cambridge (Howard Square, Lechmere) 8 (12%)
5. Washington Square 5 (7%)
6. Never buy things 3 (4%)
7. Other (Sears = 2; Out of State = 1) 3 (4%)
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Almost half of all respondents reported shopping in the suburban malls
-- particularly the mall in Chestnut Hill. In addition, about 40% said they
shopped for clothing, household items, etc. in Boston, By contrast, only
about one fifth of all respondents (22%) reported shopping for these items
at Coolidge Corner. Of greatest interest is the fact that, of those re-
spondents living in the Coolidge Corner area, only two named Coolidge Corner
as a place to go for these items. Seven respondents from the Corey Hill area,
four from Aspinwall Hill, three from Griggs Park and one for the Salisbury
area also cited Coolidge Corner as a place where they shop.
Finally, it is interesting to note the relatively scanty reference to
the Washington Square area, both in food shopping and particularly, in shop-
ping for other items. For food shopping, if one excludes Star Market which
is on the perimeter of the Washington Square area, only about 1/3 of all re-
sidents living in subareas surrounding Washington Square reported shopping
for food in this area. In addition, only 14% of these respondents said they
shopped in Washington Square for other-than-food items. Most of the five
who did say they used the shops in Washington Square particularly cited the
hardware store there as the shop used. Although we can undoubtedly assume
that some respondents who also use Washington Square for occasional shopping
failed to mention it in responding to a question regarding "usual" shopping
habits, it would still seem that the Washington Square area is not drawing
as large a shopping population from adjoining areas as might be expected.
Considering that this center is probably most dependent on nearby residents
for business (as it is not the areawide draw that a mall or even a larger
shopping center like Coolidge Corner would be), this would seem to be a
serious concern regarding the viability of this shopping area.
*Item L (b). Do you ever shop in Coolidge Corner?
Total Sample (n=69) N/A=1
Yes = 62 (91%)
No = 6
While in 12 (a) a relatively small percent (22%) named Coolidge Cor-
ner as a place where they shop, when asked directly if they ever shopped at
Coolidge Corner, almost all respondents (91%) said that they did. Of these,
about one sixth added that they only shopped there: "occasionally", "hardly
ever", "rarely", "seldom", "not often-sad to say".
Of the six respondents who say they never shop at Coolidge Corner,
four were females (two were in their 20's, one in her 30's, one over 65 years
old). The two remaining males were both in their 40's, and although both
men said they never shopped at Coolidge Corner, each added that another mem-
ber of their household (in one case an elderly mother-in-law, and in another
an 18 year old daughter) did. Reasons for not shopping at Coolidge Corner
Aspinwall Hill respondents, Salisbury respondents and 1/2 of the respondents
in Griggs Park.
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were varied: one male respondent said he had never shopped there as the
center had never included any "quality" men's stores. The other male, how-
ever, said he used to shop at Coolidge Corner, but that the store at which
he had shopped (Casual Air) had closed; he felt the remaining men's stores
were both too expensive and without a selection he preferred. Of the four
female respondents, one worked out-of-state and did most of her shopping
there; the respondent who was over 65 years of age felt the area had changed
too much, leaving no suitable places at which she could shop ("stores there
are 'way-out' now"). Finally, two respondents never shopped at Coolidge
Corner because they felt the prices were too expensive there.
HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY YOU SHOP THERE?
(NOTE: only 48 respondents were asked this question: excluding those in
the pilot interviews. Of these, 44 said they shopped at Coolidge Corner
at all, so, in terms of this question, n=44)
Period of Time Between Visits Frequency
Once/week 17 (39%)
Several times/week 12 (27%)
Once/month 7 (16%)
Once/ two weeks 5 (11%)
Daily 3 (7%)
44
It would appear that Coolidge Corner serves as a more or less routine
shopping center for almost three-quarters of all respondents who shop there:
73% said they shopped at Coolidge Corner at least once a week. On the other
hand, somewhat over 1/4 of all respondents shopping in Coolidge Corner go
there only once or twice a month (27%).
Of those fifteen respondents shopping at Coolidge Corner at least
several times a week, nine were from the Coolidge Corner and Corey Hill areas,
three were from the Salisbury-Aspinwall Hill areas and three were from the
Griggs Park area. Put another way, of all those from the Coolidge Corner
residential area who said they shopped at Coolidge Corner and who were asked
how often they shopped there, four of five said they shopped at Coolidge
Corner at least several times a week. From the Corey Hill area, one-third
of all those who shop at Coolidge Corner, shop there several times a week
or more. On the other hand, only 15% of respondents from the Aspinwall Hill-
Salisbury areas shop there so frequently. The large majority of these re-
spondents (50%) said they shopped at Coolidge Corner about once per week,
although another 40% said they only shopped there once every two weeks or
less. Of respondents from the Corey Hill area, 40% said they shopped at
Coolidge Corner once per week; the remaining 25% shopping there once every
two weeks or less. Almost all respondents from the Griggs Park area shopped
at Coolidge Corner at least once a week (i.e., three of the six respondents
shopping there several times a week, two shopping there once/week and one
once/month). It seems, therefore, that Coolidge Corner represents a much
more important and necessary shopping facility for residents of the residen-
tial areas immediately surrounding (or adjacent to) it, than it does for
those who live even a relatively short (e.g., one mile) distance away.
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This may have something to do with the greater availability of the Washington
Square shopping area for this latter group. However, judging from responses
to Item 12 (a) (above), Washington Square does not seem to be a major shop-
ping facility for this group either.
Of those who visit Coolidge Corner daily, two lived in the Coolidge
Corner residential area, one on Corey Hill. Of these three, two were over
65 years of age: one walked to Harvard Street as "routine exercise", the
other drove. There is some indication that respondents used to shop at
Coolidge Corner more often than they do now -- for example, one respondent
who said she now visited Coolidge Corner several times a week said that since
S.S. Pierce moved out, she didn't shop at Coolidge Corner "very much"(!).
Of those respondents who infrequently shopped at Coolidge Corner (i,e.,
twice a month or less), seven were females and five were males (a slightly
higher proportion of males than represented in the sample as a whole). One
third were in their 20's; one third in their 40's; one third distributed
among the remaining age groups. When they came to Coolidge Corner nine of
the twelve drove by car (a somewhat higher percent than for the total sample:
see below). However, since most of these respondents (eight of them) came
from the Aspinwall Hill-Salisbury area, this is not surprising. When asked
how they felt about Coolidge Corner as a place to shop, all but one respon-
dent had negative things to say about it. The one positive comment was that,
although the area had changed, there was still a good variety there (she
said she never had shopped there much). On the other hand, eight of the
remaining eleven respondents complained either about the variety and/or
quality of the stores at Coolidge Corner (e.g., "not enough variety or
charm", "not enough selection", "only good for accessories", "clothing stores
are either too snooty or too cheap", "stores only cater to the young."). In
addition, two respondents complained that the prices there were too high,
and three complained that the area was not "aesthetically pleasing", "not
clean", "honky-tonk" -- although one added that she wouldn't shop there more
often "even if it were prettier" as it lacked the "variety and charm" of
stores in Cambridge. One respondent said that, while he was driving anyway,
he would prefer going to a "better place" (like Chestnut Hill Mall) where
there was no hassle parking. Finally, two respondents noticed that the area
wasn't looking as down as it had in the recent past, but one hadn't noticed
any specific improvements and the other thought the improvements (e.g.,
benches on the sidewalks) were not very attractive or conducive for use.
HOW DO YOU USUALLY GET TO COOLIDGE CORNER?
(n=52: Only a few pilot respondents told their mode)
Mode Frequency
Car 25 (48%)
Walk 15 (29%)
*Either Car or Walk 9 (17%)
*Most of these respondents usually either said or implied that the most fre-
quently used mode was the car, although they "sometimes" walked.
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Mode Frequency
Other: 3
- Bike (1) (2%)
- MBTA (2) (4%)
Of those who said they walked: five were from the Coolidge Corner area
(Note: one resident of that area said he drove to Coolidge Corner!), only
three were from Corey Hill, four were from Aspinwall Hill and three from
Griggs Park. A few people seemed to use Coolidge Corner as a destination for
a walk: several elderly and a few young mothers said they often "took a
walk" and ended in Coolidge Corner.
It is interesting how few persons used the MBTA: apparently, if the
distance was too far to walk (or inconvenient to walk), it was either not
far enough or convenient enough to warrent using public transit facilities.
This is especially of interest if one notes the importance of "convenience
to transit" (see Items 3 and 5) for respondents in this area. Perhaps this
only pertains to the link this provides with Boston.
What do you shop at Coolidge Corner for?
(n=69)
Item Frequency
1. Clothes 34
- In general (n=6)
- Touraines (11)
- Children's Shoes (3)
- Men's Shoes (Simon Shoes) (3)
- Women's Shoes (2)
- Coltons (2)
- Adam and Eve (2)
- Cyreles (1)
- Uniform Store (1)
- "Seconds" Clothing (1)
- Jewelry (2)
2. Food 20
- Bakeries and deli's (n=7)
- Cheese Store (5)
- Fruit Store (4)
- Wines (2)
- Wulf's Fish (2)
- Morses (1)
- Kosher Butcher (1)
- Health foods (2)
3. Odds and Ends/Sundries 15
(e.g., "when I run out of something and
need it quick")
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Item requency
4. Drugs 15
5. Fabric (Fabrications) 12
6. Books (Paperback Booksmith = 11) 12
(Israel Bookstore = 1)
7. Restaurants 10
8. Woolworths 8
9. Hardward Supplies 6
10. Bank 6
11. Post Office 3
12. Photo/Art (Jon Allen) 3
13. Library 2
14. Movies 2
15. The Arcade 2
16. Gifts (e.g., Marion Ruth) 2
17. Offset Printing and Typing Services 1
18. My Kids Hang-out There 1
19. "Everywhere" 1
Discussion:
Nearly 55% of all those shopping at Coolidge Corner said they bought
clothing there at times. It would seem, however, that for at least half of
these shoppers, Coolidge Corner does not represent a major place to buy
clothing since only fifteen respondents mentioned it earlier as a place where
they usually shop for "other things such as clothing and household items."
Of the stores in Coolidge Corner which sell clothes, Touraines was named most
frequently as a shopping site (by 1/3 of all clothing shoppers). Other shop-
ping locations were scattered, with only a few respondents mentioning each.
Almost all of the clothing shopping concerned women's clothing; the only items
mentioned by men were shoes -- and only three men mentioned buying these at
Coolidge Corner.
Finally, several mothers expressed regret at the lack of a clothing
store ("moderately-priced") for children. Apparently one had closed in the
past year or two, and was missed by some of the residents with children.
Nearly one third of Coolidge Corner shoppers said that they bought
food items there. In most cases, these were more "specialty" items (e.g.,
bagels, cheese, wine) than basic necessities. These specialty food stores
seem, however, to be an important part of Coolidge Corner for residents shop-
ping there.
I have kept the "odds and ends" category (rather than breaking it down
into specific locations for specific items) because I thought it important to
note that about one quarter of all Coolidge Corner shoppers said they only
shopped there for "sundries" or "odds and ends". That is, Coolidge Corner
for these respondents is not a major shopping location in terms of monetary
investment. Rather, it is a place in which to shop for small items. Un-
doubtedly, these respondents probably bought about the same kinds of items as
those respondents who said "drugs", "Woolworths", etc. in response to this
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item. If we combined these groups together, the number of respondents shop-
ping at Coolidge Corner for "odd and ends" would probably be quite high
(combining "odds and ends", "drugs", "Woolworths" alone brings the shopping
frequency to n=38, or more than the number of respondents shopping there for
clothes.). Judging from the kinds of items mentioned as a whole, Coolidge
Corner would appear to be an "odds and ends" shopping center in general: a
place where one goes to pick-up a few items; not where one generally thinks
of going "to shop" (that is, to spend significant amounts of money).
How do you feel about Coolidge Corner as a place to shop?
(n=67) (Of the 69 total, two = N/A)
Feelings Frequency
1. Only negative opinion expressed = 34 (51%)
2. Both negative and positive opinions expressed = 16 (24%)
3. Only positive opinion expressed = 17 (25%)
Twice as many respondents expressed negative views of Coolidge Corner
as a place to shop as expressed positive ones. (NOTE: these are completely
negative views versus completely positive ones.) In addition, nearly another
quarter of the sample were mixed in their views, expressing both good features
and bad regarding shopping at Coolidge Corner.
THE OPINIONS:
THE NEGATIVES: Frequency
Coolidge Corner has changed for the worse = 36
Not enough choice/quality = 25
Expensive = 11
Inconvenient = 9
Generally unpleasant = 6
THE POSITIVES:
Is improving = 9
Convenient = 8
Good variety = 8
Small town/friendly = 6
Good upkeep/pleasant- 4
Good restaurants = 2
Discussion
The Negative Opinions. Thirty-six respondents or 54% of the sample
said they felt Coolidge Corner had deteriorated, or in some way changed for
the worse, over the past several years. (NOTE: twenty respondents in the
sample had been asked by the interviewer: "Has the area changed in the past
several years?". Of these thirteen or 2/3 said that it had changed for the
worse. Another four said it had gone downhill but was now improving; three
said they had seen no change. So, of those thirty-six respondents saying
Coolidge Corner had changed for the worse, thirteen had been asked specifi-
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cally about change, but twenty-three said spontaneously that there had been
a change for the worse (i.e., one-third of the total sample responded spon-
taneously in this way when asked how they felt about Coolidge Corner as a
place to shop). Had more respondents been asked, directly, about the change
in the Coolidge Corner area, undoubtedly, the number of those saying it had
deteriorated, gone "down-hill", etc.,would have been even greater.)
Respondents were in a good deal of agreement regarding the nature of
this change. They expressed the view that the area had previously been
quite "elegant", "select", "classy", "smart", and "as pleasant to shop at
as the Chestnut Hill Mall is now." However, respondents complained that the
"attractive", better quality stores had moved away -- S.S. Pierce's leaving
was particularly mentioned in describing the down-hill direction the area
had taken. At the same time, stores which respondents view as "cheaper"
and "way-out" moved into the area. These included fast food chains --
McDonalds seems to serve for many respondents as the symbol and in some
cases, the cause, of the area's degradation -- discount stores (e.g., CVS,
also a symbol of deterioration to some), stores that are open 24 hours, etc.
Along with this change in the kind of stores in the area is a change in the
kind of people seen using the area. Respondents speak of the area attracting
a "different element": more students and other young people, generally less
affluent consumers. Respondents complain of kids hanging around the area,
of noise, gangs, and of increasing crime. Many of these respondents felt
there was nothing remaining in the area which would appeal to them. Another
symbol of the area's deterioration, mentioned by respondents was the high
vacancy/turnover rate of the stores. Several others said it was dead in the
evenings. As a result of these changes, the Coolidge Corner shopping area
was described by these respondents as ''run-down", "depressing", "seedy",
"horrible". One respondent said the area had "lost its dignity" and another
described it as having become a "giant CVS".
A few respondents also expressed the view that the deterioration of
Coolidge Corner forbode disaster for the rest of Brookline as well -- parti-
cularly for areas adjacent to it. Two respondents from Corey Hill felt that
the poor condition of Coolidge Corner devalued their residential properties,
and one said it had been causing him to think of moving out of Brookline. A
third respondent from the Aspinwall Hill subarea felt that the downward trend
of Coolidge Corner "signifies the beginning of the end" for Brookline as a
desirable place to live.
In addition to this perceived deterioration, respondents mentioned
other problems as well. Of these, 37% of all respondents complained about a
lack of choice and/or quality in the kinds of stores and merchandise avail-
able. Specifically, these respondents felt that while Coolidge Corner
served one's need for small items (e.g., those met by Woolworth's or CVS),
generally one could accomplish more at a large department store or mall
where quantity and variety of items offered were greater. Ten respondents
felt that the Coolidge Corner stores did not meet their needs but rather
catered to other groups: six complained that the shops there catered to the
elderly -- "a geriatric paradise" (this comment was made by respondents of
varying age groups, not only the youngest); the remaining four complained of
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their youthful, "way-out" quality. Two respondents compared Coolidge Corner
to Harvard Square in Cambridge and found the former lacking in quality,
variety and "charm". Finally, several male respondents complained of the
lack of quality stores at Coolidge Corner, one respondent adding that
Coolidge Corner used to have an association which watched over the commercial
quality of the area. Physical "beautification" will clearly not improve this
situation: as one respondent said after complaining about the lack of
variety at Coolidge Corner, "I still wouldn't go there, even if they made it
prettier".
Complaints about expense are self-evident, and probably relate to
comments about variety above.
Eight respondents also felt that shopping at Coolidge Corner was
inconvenient. These eight were evenly divided between those who complained
that it was a "hassle" to park, and those who felt that if one had a lot
of shopping to do, one could accomplish more at a mall or department store.
Respondents complained that the shopping at Coolidge Corner was too scat-
tered, so that one had to walk too far. Interestingly, one respondent (a
male in his 20's) commented that he would shop more frequently at Coolidge
Corner before he began to drive. Now he found it more convenient to shop
at the malls.
Finally, related to the discussion regarding the perceived negative
changes at Coolidge Corner, six respondents mentioned the generally poor
condition of the area without mentioning any previously better condition.
Specific complaints concerned the "horrible" traffic in the area, the high
turnover rate of the stores, that it looked "unclean" and was "not as
aesthetically pleasing as the mall".
The Positive Opinions. While the number of positive comments were
much fewer than the negatives (i.e., less than half the number of negatives),
it is essential in terms of understanding both the strengths as well as the
weaknesses of Coolidge Corner to understand what people liked about it.
Although nine respondents felt that shopping at Coolidge Corner was
inconvenient due to parking difficulties and scattered shops, eight felt,
to the contrary, that one of the strong points about Coolidge Corner was its
convenience. Undoubtedly, part of this means "convenience to home". One
respondent, however, felt that the parking situation at Coolidge Corner --
as problematic as it was -- was at least better than it was at Washington
Square. This made Coolidge Corner more convenient to a respondent who
actually lives very close to Washington Square. Finally, convenience for
some respondents would appear to be about the only asset offered by Coolidge
Corner: when asked how she felt about Coolidge Corner, one respondent said,
"Well, it's convenient but expensive"; another said, "It's not good but it's
convenient, so I go there."
Nine respondents said they noticed a recent improvement in the con-
dition of Coolidge Corner. Of these nine, four had specifically been asked
if they had noticed any changes occurring in Coolidge Corner; five mentioned
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the improvements spontaneously. In general, the emphasis of the remarks
regarding improvement was that the Town was making an effort to upgrade the
area. However, not all respondents were favorably impressed by this effort,
While three respondents said that the work being done in Coolidge Corner was
"lan improvement" (e.g., improving the facades: Mall Drug was seen as better
than the Big L; and widening the streets) the remaining six respondents had
some reservations:
- One respondent felt the new "sidewalk plaza" was not an attractive
place to sit as it was too busy and the benches had no backs. He particu-
larly felt the latter was problem for the elderly.
- One respondent felt that what the area really needed was more park-
ing, not beautifying. Related to this is a comment noted earlier by a re-
spondent who preferred the variety and charm of stores in Cambridge to those
at Coolidge Corner. This respondent said that, without this characteristic,
she wouldn't shop at Coolidge Corner no matter how pretty they made it.
-Also related to aesthetic improvements, a respondent who liked
Coolidge Corner for social reasons (e.g., the friendly stores), said that
she knew a facelifting was occurring at Coolidge Corner, but didn't pay
attention to it as she never thought of the area in aesthetic terms.
- One respondent was opposed to the rumor that the Town was planning
to make Coolidge Corner into a "pedestrian mall". She felt this was not
pratical, that people hating to carry bundles would not shop there.
- One respondent had not really noticed any specific improvements at
all; however, he had the general impression that the area was no longer
going downhill, but rather was beginning to stabilize itself.
Finally, it's probably natural to expect that, in any groups, there
will always be a few people opposed to any changes at all. One elderly
female respondent who had lived in Brookline all her life commented that
she "hoped they wouldn't start messing around with Washington Square as well
in the name of improvement."
Although twenty-five respondents complained about the lack of choice/
variety at Coolidge Corner, one-third (eight respondents) this number said
they felt Coolidge Corner offered a good variety. If one compares the age
distribution of the two groups, one finds that the group finding good
variety at Coolidge Corner is generally younger (7/8 are in their 30's or
younger, with four respondents or half of the group in their 20's) than the
group which complains of a lack of variety (half of this group is in their
30's or younger, but the other half is in their 40's or over 65), Finally,
it should be noted that of the eight respondents who favor the variety at
Coolidge Corner, half have other faults to find with it which prevent them
from shopping there very often: three respondents stated that although
there was good variety, it was either less expensive, more convenient or more
efficient to go elsewhere (e.g., the malls) for any but immediate shopping
needs; the fourth respondent said that although there was good variety, the
area wasn't "like it was in the old days" so she didn't shop there much.
Perhaps some of the most favorable comments concerning Coolidge Cor-
ner involved the friendly small-town quality of the place. Six respondents
alluded to this in some way, referring to the "familiarity of faces and a
neighborhood sense of small stores run by people who live around here".
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Some respondents spoke of the "personal service" and of being "known",
Several respondents said they preferred to shop locally in order to support
local enterprises. Finally, one respondent who said that she, herself,
was not "too keen" on Coolidge Corner, preferring the variety of Cambridge,
added that her ten year old daughter shopped at Coolidge Corner frequently
and knew the store owners there. The mother felt that her daughter had
acquired a good "sense of neighborhood" via shopping at Coolidge Corner even
though the parents rarely shopped there.
In all, five respondents who said that they themselves rarely shopped
at Coolidge Corner added that another member of their families (usually a
young child or teenager, but in one case, an elderly mother) regularly
shopped there or "hung out" there.
Finally, four respondents felt the atmosphere at Coolidge Corner was
in some way pleasant: "attractive and safe", kept-up well, "less crowded
than Boston", "full of action and excitement." Two additional respondents
felt the restaurants in the area were worth mentioning as a favorable fea-
ture.
Age Differences Between Those Negative About Coolidge Corner and Those
Positive About it.
The age profile of those respondents who held positive opinions re-
garding Coolidge Corner as a place to shop consists of 29% who are between
18-29 years old; 41% between 30-39 years of age; 18% between 40 and 65 years;
and 12% over age 65. In sum, 71% of this group is between the ages of 18
and 39.
Of those who had mixed views -- i.e., could see both positive and
negative aspects -- of Coolidge Corner, 38% were aged 18-29; another 38%
were 30-39 years old; only 6% were between the ages of 40-65; and 19% were
over age 65. So, once again, 75% of this group were between ages 18-39.
The profile of the group which held negative opinions regarding
Coolidge Corner was markedly different from the two groups above. Here,
only 18% were aged 18-29; 24% were 30-39; 33% were between 40 and 65 years
old; and 24% were over 65. In sum, only 42% of this group were between the
ages 18-39, with the remaining 58% being older.
Since most of the younger respondents (i.e,, ages 18-39) tended to
have lived in Brookline for five years or less, while most of the older re-
spondents tend to have lived there eleven years or more, one may speculate
on the impact of having seen Coolidge Corner change within the last ten
years or so might have had on the formulation of negative opinions regarding
it. On the other hand, those who have moved into the area after the change
had begun might be less prone to making comparative judgements in formulating
their opinions, but would rather judge Coolidge Corner as they find it to-
day. In fact, of those holding positive opinions of Coolidge Corner, 83%
had lived in Brookline for six years or less.
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It would seem, for whatever reasons, that younger Brookline residents
see Coolidge Corner as better meeting their needs and appealing to them than
do the older residents.
*Item 1! (a) Issue
TOTAL RESPONDENTS:
Item
List: A Problem or Not in Your Area
n answering Item 61 (Note: includes a few respondents
not given rest of interview: e.g., a friend or spouse
sitting in room at time of interview.)
N.A. (not asked) = 12
Problem Midway Between Not
a Problem + Not Problem
Don't
Know
N.A.
Traffic/Noise
Parking
Building Main-
tenance
Garbage Pick-up
Newspaper Pick-
up
Teenagers Hang-
ing out
Snow Removal:
Streets
Snow Removal:
Sidewalks
Rec. Programs:
Kids
Rec. Programs:
Adults
Park Maintenance
Street/Path
Maintenance
Street Lighting
Safety/Security:
Street
Security: Home
Quality: Publiced
(33%)
(64%)
(25%)
4 (8%)
2 (4%)
15 (25%)
12 (24%)
(3%)
(2%)
(10%)
(2%)
3 (5%)
2 (4%)
23 (47%) 0
4 (8%)
4 (8%)
11 (18%) 0
9 (15%) 0
9 (15%) 0
18 (31%) 1
1 (2%)
1 (2%)
(64%)
(33%)
(66%)
44 (90%) 0
44 (90%) 3
43 (70%) 0
31 (63%) 4
(2%)
(6%)
(8%)
22 (45%) 4 (8%)
34 (69%) 10 (20%) 12
35 (71%) 9 (18%) 12
43 (72%) 6 (10%) 1
48 (80%) 3 (5%) 1
49 (83%) 1 (2%) 2
39 (66%) 1 (2%) 2
30 (51%) 2 (3%) 2
38 (70%) 7 (13%) 12
(2%)
25 (42%) 2 (3%)
3 (6%) 1 (2%)
Discussion:
Undoubtedly, the three major problems defined by the total sample
were parking (.64% said this was a problem), snow removal on the sidewalks
(47%), and security in the home (42%).
Following these, other items which a fairly significant number of
respondents listed as problems were: traffic/noise (33%, or 36% if
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including those saying it was "somewhat" of a problem), building maintenance
(35% saying it was a problem or "somewhat"); teenagers hanging out (30%
saying a problem or "somewhat"); snow removal on streets (28%); safety and
security on the street (33%).
It should also be noted that 20% and 18% of respondents respectively,
did not know about Brookline's recreational programs for children/teenagers
and adults.
BY SUBAREA:
1. Coolidge Corner (n responding to Item 9)
All of the respondents from this subarea said that parking was a
problem in the area. In addition, nearly half (44% each) said there were
also problems with building maintenance and teenagers hanging out. Finally,
another one-third listed traffic/noise as a problem as well: in particular
the traffic in the shopping area.
2. Corey Hill (n=17)
Sixty-five percent of respondents from Corey Hill said there was a
problem with security in the home. One respondent, for example, reported
having been robbed three times, and said that almost everyone on his street
had been robbed. One respondent was installing a burglar alarm at the time
of the interview. One respondent blamed a lack of police patrolling at
Corey Park for this problem.
In addition, 53% complained of parking problems; and another 53% said
there were problems with snow removal on the sidewalks (only 29% complained
about snow plowing on the streets). Not all of the complaints about parking
were due to the Brookline overnight ban. Rather, respondents complained of
parking congestion due to the park and the hospital on Summit Avenue, and to
the new housing for the elderly on Lancaster Terrace. Moreover, one respon-
dent complained that he used to be able to park on Beacon Street when he
took the MBTA to Town, but meter-installations have made this impossible.
Fourty-one percent of these respondents also said that park main-
tenance was a problem: of all the subareas included in the study area, the
most frequent complaints regarding park maintenance came from the Corey Hill
area. All of these remarks referred to Corey Hill Park. In addition, one
mother also complained that last summer at Griggs Park, the recreation staff
"just sat around" most of the time, since they felt they were not hired to
play with tots, although these made up most of the park's users.
Another 41% said there were also problems with safety/security on
the streets, with several respondents adding that they never went out at
night. Interestingly, one respondent knew of a rape that had occurred on
Downing Street (not in the Corey Hill area) by "word-of-mouth".
Finally, related again to Corey Hill Park, 35% of these respondents
complained about teenagers hanging out in the area.
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3. Salisbury (n=9)
The major issue in this subarea is security in the home, with 89%
listing this as a problem. One respondent in this area had been raped in her
home the previous summer, and several reported having been robbed or hearing
of others who had been robbed. One respondent was having a burglar alarm
installed at the time of the interview. Another 67% complained of lack of
safety/security on the street as well -- this was much higher than the 31%
for the total sample listing this as a problem.
Fifty-five percent of these respondents said that traffic/noise were
problems in their area; and 44% said parking was a problem.
4. Aspinwall Hill (n=18)
Fifty-five percent of respondents in this subarea said that parking
was a problem. Although a few respondents specifically said this was a
problem in the Washington Square shopping area, others spoke of the problem
as related to the residential streets. Parking on the street was said to
impede traffic flow in the area -- particularly on streets where there were
apartment buildings.
Half of all respondents in this area also complained about building
maintenance in one degree or another (i.e., 22% said it was a definite pro-
blem; but 50% said it was at least somewhat of a problem.). Of all subareas
in the test sample, the greatest number of complaints regarding building main-
tenance were from the Aspinwall Hill area, followed closely by the Coolidge
Corner area. In particular on Aspinwall, certain areas -- e.g., University
Road near Beacon, Winthrop Road, and several other scattered pockets --
were cited as problems regarding maintenance of buildings.
Another 50% of respondents said that sidewalk snow removal was a
problem. In a hilly area, this undoubtedly makes pedestrian travel incon-
venient during the winter. One respondent who said this was not a problem
added that it "isn't what it used to be". Another three respondents made
the same comment about snow removal on the streets.
Thirty-nine percent of respondents complained of traffic/noise in
the area. Several factors were blamed for this: the one-way traffic system
on some streets which brought heavier traffic to the remaining two-way
streets and the Saturday "rush" on shopping in the Washington Square area
that brings more traffic through the residential streets. One respondent
who lives on Washington Street said she could adapt to the traffic noises,
but she felt the noise from the fire house was a "major drawback" to living
on the street.
Finally, one third of the respondents in this area also said there
were problems with security in the home. A few respondents said they used
to know the policemen on their street, but now never sees them.
5. Griggs Park (n=8)
There were only two major complaints by respondents in this subarea:
88% said there were parking problems, and 63% complained of teenagers hanging
out. Of all subareas, the problem of teenagers was cited most frequently in
the Griggs Park area, followed by the Coolidge Corner area.
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*Item 13 (b) Looking back at items which you said were a PROBLEM, are there
any you would be willing to pay higher taxes for in order to
have the problem improved?
TOTAL SAMPLE (without pilot) (n=43; Not Asked Item = 5)
No = 27 (63%)*
Yes = 12 (28%)
No Problems Checked = 4 (9%)
No: Would not be willing to pay higher taxes to see problems improved.
Nearly 2/3 of all respondents answering this item, said "No."
The major reason given -- by a third of those with this response --
had to do with feelings that the Town government was, in some way, inefficient
(i.e., that these problems could be improved without raising taxes if the
government were only more efficient. The tax increases were viewed by these
respondents as a result of these inefficiencies. Comments included the
citing of specific cases of apparent waste and inefficiency: "send four
cops when one will do"; "forget to clean the streets"; "Town digs up streets
one year and then does it again next year: Make-work"; "15 people are sent
to rake leaves, but only three do the work", etc. Respondents also felt the
Town was "spending happy" and needed to reallocate funds: "the civil service
salary range in Brookline is the real issue".
Other respondents felt they were already paying more than they could
afford in taxes, and some felt they were getting fewer services for their
increased payments: long-time residents repeatedly told me how taxes had
gone up six - ten times during their residency in Brookline while the quality
of services had declined. A few respondents said they would move out of
Brookline before paying more in taxes. One respondent said she would rather
adjust to fewer services, while another said things would have to get
"appreciably worse" before she could accept another tax increase.
Finally, a few respondents felt that for some of the more pressing
issues -- like crime in particular -- an increase in taxes (i.e., an increased
expenditure) would not solve the problems. Other respondents felt differently
about this (see below).
Yes: There are some issues I would be willing to pay higher taxes for.
Some respondents -- although less than half of those who said "No"
to this item -- felt there were some problems they would be willing to pay
more in order to decrease. For example, 1/3 of these respondents said they
would pay more to solve the parking problem (but several noted the tax increase
would have to be less than they must now pay for parking space.). Other
items mentioned were: park maintenance (2); recreational programs, particu-
larly if they included day care (2); building maintenance (2); snow removal
(1); lighting (2); police walking rather than driving (2); an extended news-
paper pick-up to include cans and bottles (1); construction of a new path
from Westbourne Terrace up Corey Hill (1); autumn leaf pick-up twice (rather
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than only once) in fall (1); a new Driscoll Playground (1); better education
(this one respondent said she was thinking of sending her child to private
school); more frequent garbage collection (1).
However, it should be noted that half of these respondents added a
qualifier like: "but only if a little money is involved". Some felt that
some of their suggestions: e.g., police walking rather than riding; increased
lighting; extended newspaper pick-up should not cost a great deal more.
Finally, I had thought that, perhaps, renters (whose tax increase is
included as part of their rent and who, therefore, might be less aware of
tax costs) might be more willing to say "Yes" to this item. However, about
42% of those saying "Yes" were renters: and this is about the same percentage
of renters to owners in the total sample for Waves 1 and 2.
O}tem 13 (c) Look at those items you said were not a PROBLEM. Are there any
services among these which you think could be reduced somewhat
in order to maintain or lower the current tax rate?
TOTAL SAMPLE: (n=43; out of 48, 5 were not asked item)
No = 25 (58%)
Yes = 14 (33%)
Don't Know = 4 (9%)
No: Would not want to see any services reduced.
Over half of the respondents felt this way. Almost all explained their
response by saying that the services in Brookline made it worthwhile living
there: "we get quite a bit for our money." Several said that this was one
of the reasons that they had moved to Brookline.
Yes: Some services can be reduced.
One-third of the respondents fell into this group.
Once again, about k of respondents saying "Yes", felt that the way to
reduce taxes was to make the Town government more efficient and/or control
the amount of money it spends. Again, respondents complained of "feather-
bedding", of employees who "hang around" in the parks rather than clean them;
of the duplication in personnel (send three men to do the job of one: e.g.,
seeding, hydrant painting, street cleaning), of overlapping departments. One
respondent suggested that the park and forestry departments be combined, and
that, in general, the Town should centralize some of its services. This
respondent felt that the Town needed "modern management techniques": that
it was run now as it had been run 100 years ago. Several respondents also
felt they could control expenditures better than the Town currently does:
one suggested a citizen board be established to oversee work expenditures.
One respondent wondered about the allocation of service expenditures through-
out Brookline: did the wealthier areas receive better services than other
areas? Finally, one respondent's comment nicely summarizes the concerns
expressed by this group: "We need a good stiff broom to clean out the
bureaucracy".
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Four respondents felt that too much money was being spent on the
schools (Note: none of these respondents had children in the schools). These
respondents felt that many of these school expenditures were unnecessary -
e.g., a new lab for a junior high school ("What will they have to look for-
ward to in high school?"); or "extraneous decorating." One respondent felt
that not enough new children were coming into Brookline to warrant new schools.
Three respondents felt that the separate newspaper pick-up service was
unnecessary: two felt it could be combined with the garbage pick-up; one
felt that residents could to it themselves.
Three respondents also criticized the recreation programs. One
expressed the view that the Town was "too generous" in its recreation programs
and should review who really needs the programs versus who is benefitting
from the current programs. One respondent felt the summer park recreation
program should be evaluated, perhaps eliminating the need for personnel bet-
ween the hottest hours of the day (11-3) when few people use the park.
Two respondents felt that police were not being used efficiently: one
complained, for example, that traffic enforcement should be given over to non-
police personnel as this would probably be cheaper.
Two respondents commented about snow removing techniques: one felt
that the Town could be less efficient in its salting/sanding, waiting until
some of the snow just melted naturally; the other felt more people should be
encouraged to plow their own sidewalks (Note: the Town does not plow most
sidewalks now).
Finally, three respondents suggested possible ways that the Town could
increase its income without raising taxes. These were:
- Not allowing empty lots to remain vacant for long -- e.g., the lot
near Star Market.
- Renting parking spaces to residents during the evenings on Beacon
Street.
- 100% property assessments.
}Item 15 (b) + (c)
SUBAREA DIFFERENCES:
In general, a few subareas were evenly divided over Items 13 (b) and
l (c). Others, however, clearly favored one view, as seen by the following:
13 (b). 1. Coolidge Corner Subarea: split between "Yes" and "No"
2. Corey Hill: 83% said "No", they would not want any improvement
in problems that also meant increased taxes.
3. Salisbury "Flats": 66% said "Yes", they would be willing to
pay more for problem reductions.
4. Aspinwall Hill: 69% said "No".
5. Griggs Road: split between "Yes" and "No".
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l5 (c) 1. Coolidge Corner: split
2. Corey Hill: split
3. Salisbury "Flats": 66% wanted No decrease in services for a
decrease in taxes.
4. Aspinwall Hill: split
5. Griggs Road: 86% wanted No decrease in services for decrease in
taxes.
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(2) UPPER BEACON AREA
392.
(2) Upper Beacon Area
(Tract 6)
Item 1 (a) How long have you been living in Brookline?
Length of time Frequency %
Under 1 year 3 14
1-5 years 5 24
6-10 years 1 5
11-15 years 2 10
16-20 years 2 10
Over 20 years 8 38
Mean = 16.78 years
Median = 12 years
Range = 3 mos. to 67 years
Comparison with Middle Beacon Sample:
In the Upper Beacon sample there is a greater proportion of long-term
Brookline residents (38% as compared to 21%), and a smaller proportion of
residents in the 1-5 year range (24% compared to 42%). In addition, the
Upper Beacon sample has a proportionally larger number of those who have
lived in Brookline less than one year (14% as compared to 6%).
*Item 1 (b) How long have you lived in this house/apartment?
Length of time Frequency %
Under 1 year 3 14
1-5 years 6 29
6-10 years 1 5
11-15 years 4 19
16-20 years 3 14
Over 20 years 4 19
Mean = 10.94 years
Median = 11 years
Range = .25 years to 38 years
Comparison with Middle Beacon Sample:
These two samples are not drastically different. Proportionally fewer
respondents in the Upper Beacon sampe lived in their dwellings 6-10 years
(5% compared to 10%). Moreover, over half of the Upper Beacon sample (52%)
had lived in their current dwellings 11 years or more, whereas only 38% of
respondents in the Middle Beacon sample had lived there that long. Put
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another way, in the Middle Beacon sample, 48% (less than half) of the respon-
dents had lived in their current dwellings six years or more. On the other
hand, 53% of Upper Beacon respondents had lived there for the same amount of
time -- not a great difference.
*Age Breakdown (n=21)
Age Category
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-65
Over 65
Comparison with Middle Beacon Sample:
Frequency
6
3
4
5
3
The proportions of age group representations are about the same for
both study area samples, with the exception of two age categories: there
are, proportionally, about half the number of 30-39 year olds in the Upper
Beacon sample as in the Middle Beacon one (14% versus 27%); there are,
proportionally, three times as many 50-65 year olds in the Upper Beacon
sample (24% as compared to 8% in the other sample.).
Cross-tabulation: Length of Time in Dwelling Unit by Age of Respondent
Time in D.V.
18-29 y.o.
Under 1 year (n=3)
1-5 years (n=6)
6-10 years (n=1)
11-20 years (n-7)
Over 20 years (n=4)
Age Cate ories
30-39 y.o. 40-49
2
3
50-64
3
2
65+
1
2
*Are You Married?
Upper Beacon Area
Married
Single
11 (52%)
10 (48%)
Middle Beacon Area
43 (62%)
26 (38%)
*Do You Have Any Children?
Has children (18 or under)
Has no children (18 or under)
Don't Know
Upper Beacon Area
5 (24%)
14 (66%)
2 (10%)
Middle Beacon Area
31 (45%)
38 (55%)
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ODo You Own or Rent?
Middle Beacon AreaUpper Beacon Area
9 (43%)
12 (57%)
(59%)
(41%)
Upper Beacon Area
6 (29%)
15 (71%)
*Housing-type:
Upper Beacon Area
Middle Beacon Area
22 (32%)
47 (68%)
Middle Beacon Area
Single-family, detached
Single-family, attached
Two-family
Apartment building
*What Kind of Work
(n=21)
Do You Do? (Upper Beacon Area Only)
Respondent
6 (29%)
2 (10%)
1 (5%)
(29%)
(5%)
(19%)
(5%)
Job Category
Prof essional
Owner, Manager, etc.
Clerical
Sales, not self-employed
Craftsmen, foremen
Operative
Service, Nurses' aide
Laborer
Housewife
Student
Retired
Unemployed
N.A.
*Where Did You Live
(n=21)
Before You Moved Here? (Immediately before)
Upper Beacon Area Middle Beacon Area
1. In Brookline
2. Outside Brookline:
- Boston
7 (33%)
2 (10%)
*Superintendent of building in which he lives.
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Owns
Rents
Male
Female
2 (10%)
5 (24%)
5 (24%)
9 (43%)
(52%)
(28%)
(20%)
Spouse
15 (33%)
11 (24%)
Upper Beacon Area Middle Beacon Area
-Newton/Lexington 3 (14%) 0
- Cambridge 1 (5%) 5 (11%)
- Somerville 2 (10%) 0
- Other 0 8 (17%)
3. Outside Massachusetts 2 (10%) 7 (15%)
(in U.S.A.)
4. Outside U.S.A. 3 (14%) 2 (4%)
General Differences between Middle and Upper Beacon Samples:
The Upper Beacon sample, in comparison to the larger sample for the
Middle Beacon area, has:
- A greater proportion of long-term Brookline residents and a some-
what smaller proportion of residents living in Brookline for under one year.
- A somewhat greater proportion of respondents who had lived in their
current dwelling at least eleven years.
- About half the number of respondents in the 30-39 year age range,
and proportionally about three times as many respondents in the 50-65 year
range.
- Almost the same proportion of married to single respondents (about
10% more single respondents, 10% fewer married respondents in the Upper
Beacon sample).
- Fewer families with children aged 18 or under (24% versus 45%).
- Fewer respondents who own their homes rather than rent (43% versus
59%).
- About the same proportion of males to females in the sample.
- An added housing type: the single family, attached house. Twenty-
four percent of respondents in the Upper Beacon sample live in such a house;
none of the Middle Beacon respondents did so. Also, many fewer respondents
living in single family, detached homes (10% versus 52%), and more respon-
dents living in apartment buildings (43% versus 20%). (Note: when choosing
the comparative Upper Beacon Area, I limited the sample to the most densely-
populated part of the area, as this tract also contains many streets of
single-family housing which I felt would be a poor comparison with the housing
diversity of the Middle Beacon Area. This, however, may explain the greater
frequency of apartment respondents in the Upper Beacon sample.).
- Approximately the same proportional representations in occupational
categories.
- Exactly the same proportion of respondents who had lived in Brook-
line prior to moving into their present home.
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Cross-Tabulation:
Age Breakdown By Area North or South of Beacon
Age North of Beacon South of Beacon
(n=ll) (n=10)
18-29 years old 4 2
30-39 2 1
40-49 1 3
50-65 3 2
Over 65 1 2
The area North of Beacon has a slightly greater number of respondents
aged 39 and under; the area South of Beacon has slightly greater numbers
aged 40 and over.
* Cross-Tabulation:
Rent/Own By Area North or South of Beacon
North of Beacon South of Beacon
Rent 8 4
Own 3 6
A greater proportion of respondents who live North of Beacon Street
rent their units as opposed to owning them (two times as many as live South
of Beacon). Similarly, twice as many respondents living South of Beacon
own their units as compared to those living to the North.
*Item 2. Define area with which you are "most familiar".
Of the twenty-one respondents five or almost 1/4th said they were
familiar with the whole study area: three explained this by saying that, at
one time they had lived on the other side of Beacon Street (i.e., if they
now lived North of Beacon they explained that they used to live on a street
South of Beacon and so knew the whole area).
However, for most of the other respondents, Beacon Street seemed to
serve, once again, as the major boundary in defining "area most familiar",
so that the sample could generally be divided into Respondents North of
Beacon and those South of it.
In the section North of Beacon, several other streets seemed to play
major defining roles as well: Kilsyth, Corey and Salisbury were mentioned
most frequently.
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In the area South of Beacon, Beaconsfield Road and Tappan Street
were also frequently mentioned.
AREAS DISCUSSED IN REMAINDER OF QUESTIONNAIRE:
Again, similar to the pattern found in the Middle Beacon sample, in
discussing the remainder of the items in the survey, responses tended to
conform to an area corresponding closely to the loc-tion of respondent's
residences, despite the scope of the area with which they said they were
"most familiar". This is particularly true of those respondents who said
they were familiar with the whole study area -- i.e., those respondents
living North of Beacon tended to discuss issues in that area, and, similarly,
those South of Beacon discussed that area. Only one respondent, in fact,
crossed Beacon to discuss a street on the other side of it but still within
the study area.
A few places that were outside the boundardies of the study area
were also rather frequently mentioned by these respondents. One of the most
frequently-cited of these was the Dean Road Park/Playground: a total of
eleven respondents out of twenty-one (four from the area South of Beacon,
seven from the area North of Beacon) mentioned this feature somewhere in a
discussion of "their area". An equal number (again four for the area South
of Beacon, seven from North of it) discussed the shopping area of Washington
Square (although most did not mention it by name). Interestingly, another
seven respondents (two from South of Beacon, five from North) also made
mention of Cleveland Circle at some point in the questionnaire. (This is
particularly interesting as Cleveland Circle was never mentioned by respon-
dents in the Middle Beacon Area, and Dean Park was occasionally, but rarely,
mentioned). Finally, three respondents also spontaneously made comments
about Coolidge Corner -- a much smaller number than was found in the Middle
Beacon Area.
*Item 3. Describe the area with which you are familiar to someone who had
never been here and wanted to know what it was like. (n=21)
Summary Table of Descriptors
Descriptor Frequencies (%)
1. Population Composition 52
2. Convenience (to transit, shops, Boston) 48
3. Deterioration of area 38
4. Residential/Suburban Qualities 33
5. Well-kept/Clean 27
6. Housing Descriptions 24
7. Landscape Qualities 19
(including street trees)
8. Physical Diversity 10
9. Quiet 10
10. Safe 10
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Descriptor Frequencies (%)
11. Nice/Beautiful 10
12. A "Neighborhood" 10
13. Parking Problems 10
14. Good Schools 5
Discussion
1. Convenience. Almost half of these respondents described the area as being
convenient, either to stores, MBTA, Boston or all of these. There was almost
no difference between respondents living North or South of Beacon: a few
more of the respondents living South described their area as convenient (six
versus four respondents).
In the Middle Beacon sample, only 33% described their area as con-
venient in response to Item 3.
2. Area is deteriorating. Over 1/3 of this area's respondents (38%) described
the area in this way: South of Beacon: that it wasn't as clean; that there
was much trash on the street ("flithy"); that landlords who didn't live in
the area didn't care for their properties; that services weren't as good now;
that grassed areas had been paved for parking. North of Beacon: that apart-
ment buildings were often neglected and were "slummy", that, again, the Town
services weren't as good: "Doesn't look as good as it used to".
In areas 4 and 5, only 18% of respondents said their area was deterior-
ating in response to Item 3.
3. Population Composition. Four respondents described the area in terms of
the socioeconomic class of its residents: mostly "middle" and "upper" class
descriptions. One respondent also said the area was predominantly "white"
and "Jewish".
Although over one quarter of the area's respondents (27%) described
the area in terms of its population composition (Note: this does not
include four additional comments regarding the diversity of the population
in the area: see "Variety/Diversity" below), a much greater proportion
(52%) of respondents in the Middle Beacon sample described their area in
this way. It should be noted, for example, that only one respondent from
Upper Beacon mentioned the presence of students at all in the area, and this
respondent also said there were more students in the area now. In contrast,
in the Middle Beacon sample, 13% said there were students/transients in
their area, and an additional 10% described the area as undergoing population
changes. This is particularly interesting in lieu of the fact that the
Upper Beacon sample had a greater proportion of long-term residents than did
the sample from the Middle Beacon Area -- hence, one might have anticipated
an even greater number of comments regarding population shifts from the
former if these had in fact been occurring at least at the same extent as
they had in the case of the latter area.
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4. Area is well-kept. Some respondents specified that they meant only the
areas which contained "private" homes; one respondent said the area was
cleaner than "most".
About the same proportion of Upper Beacon respondents (27%) as Middle
Beacon ones (30%) used this description is discussing their areas.
5. Variety/Diversity. While almost 40% of Middle Beacon respondents spoke
of their area in terms of its physical diversity (apartments mixed with
private, single-family homes; well-maintained properties next to deteriorated
buildings; old homes and new; etc.) and social diversity (i.e., heterogeneity
in terms of class, ethnicity, age groups, marital status) -- and, in fact,
several said this was the major characteristic of the area -- only 27% of
Upper Beacon respondents described their area in similar ways.
Of these the largest number spoke in terms of population diversity:
mixtures of elderly and young; some students and some families (South of
Beacon), and a mixture of "younger families with children who rent and older
families who own" (North of Beacon). Only one respondent mentioned "ethnics"
living on Beacon Street. Interestingly, about the same proportion of respon-
dents in the Upper Beacon Area (19%) as in the Middle Beacon one (20%)
referred to their area's population diversity.
On the other hand, far fewer Upper Beacon respondents referred to any
physical diversity in that area: only two respondents made any remarks which
would indicate any perception of such a quality in this area (one respondent,
South of Beacon, commented that the area is mostly single and two-family,
but did have a few apartments near Beacon Street; another respondent, North
of Beacon, described the area as "residential" but with some apartments. This
is in vivid contrast to the descriptions capturing many aspects of variety in
the Middle Beacon Area.
6. Housing type/Architecture. Almost one quarter (24%) of Upper Beacon
respondents described it in terms of the kinds of housing or architecture
there: single-family and two-family, with apartments near Beacon (descrip-
tions South of Beacon), and North of Beacon, apartments and low-rise "town-
houses". Comments were made that the architectural styles on Beacon Street
were attractive, and that the area, in general, would remain attractive if
no new high rise buildings (like the one slated for the Beaconsfield site
was added) were put up.
Fewer respondents from Upper Beacon cited housing characteristics in
describing the area than did respondents from the Middle Beacon Area (38%
there did so).
7. Trees/Landscape. This included descriptions of the trees in the area --
e.g., along Beacon Street. Both the residents, however, who mentioned trees,
also commented on the loss of the elms in the area: one wanted to know if
the stumps would be removed and the trees replaced. Apparently, this had
not yet been done in her area (North of Beacon). One respondent commented
about the layout of his area, saying that housing was spaced fairly far apart,
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giving the streets a "town-like" quality. In addition, two references were
made to grass making the area seem more "suburban". However, while 18% of
respondents in the Middle Beacon sample spoke of the lawns, grass and general
landscaping in that area, a far fewer proportion of Upper Beacon respondents
did the same.
8. Residential Quality. Almost the same number of respondents describing
their area as "residential" as described it in terms of a suburban-urban
imagery. Moreover, given several of the elaborations on "residential" (i.e.,
no high rises, but rather trees and grass); it seems logical that these two
categories be considered as one. By doing that, 33% of the Upper Beacon
sample would have described the area in this way. For the Middle Beacon Area
if we combine these two categories the proportion would be 47%.
9. Suburban-Urban Dichotomy. Includes descriptions like: "no large build-
ings and lots of trees", "Town-like streets without curbs on some"; "grass,
trees, houses a fair distance apart"; single-family housing; "less than
city living: less congested, less influenced by inner-city people and pro-
blems, less traffic."
10. Quiet. While only 10% of respondents in the Upper Beacon sample described
their area in this way, three times as many respondents from the Middle Beacon
Area used this phrase in describing that area.
11. Safe. Again, while one quarter of the Middle Beacon respondents described
it in terms of safety, in the Upper Beacon sample only two respondents (10%)
did so.
12. Nice/Beautiful. Again, 10% of Upper Beacon respondents used there terms
for their area; in the Middle Beacon Area, 23% said it was "nice", "pretty",
etc.
13. "Neighborhood Quality". Two respondents (10%), both living on Kilsyth
Street (North of Beacon) described their area as "friendly, warm"; where one
walks outside and meets "20-30 people" one knows, and where one knows the local
police, mailman and storekeepers. The area apparently also has a neighborhood
association, a food co-op and a nursery co-op.
Ten percent of Middle Beacon respondents also cited their good, friendly
neighbors in describing their area.
14. Parking Problems. Same number as cited these in the Middle Beacon Area
description.
15. Schools. Only commented on by one respondent. Not a frequent comment
in the Middle Beacon sample either in response to Item 3 (7%).
Two somewhat significant items were included in the Middle Beacon
descriptions which were totally absent from those of the Upper Beacon Area;
- Not surprisingly, although 20% of respondents from the Middle Beacon
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sample also described it in terms of geological features (particularly
those living on Corey Hill, with a few from Aspinwall Hill), none of the
Upper Beacon respondents did so. However, the part of Upper Beacon delin-
eated for the study is relatively flat, so this omission is to be expected.
Finally, 17% of Middle Beacon respondents also cited parks and other
public facilities in their area in describing it. There were no such
descriptions in the Upper Beacon Area. A good reason for this may be that
this area as delineated in this study contained no park facilities. However,
the Dean Road Playground lies immediately outside this area and was cited
more frequently by respondents in response to later questions.
DESCRIBE AREA
BY SUBAREA:
1. South of Beacon Street (n=10)
More than half of these respondents noted that the area was convenient
both to shops and the transit. This was, in fact, the description most
frequently given in this area. Following this, another half of the respondents
noted that the area was deteriorating: that it wasn't as clean, that the
streets were littered, that the "good people have left", and that the grassed
areas have been paved for parking.
Three respondents cited the population diversity in the area, describ-
ing it as a mixture of young and old, students and professionals, some fami-
lies and some "ethnics." However, no mention was made of physical diversity
here. This is in contrast to the adjacent Aspinwall Hill subarea where
physical diversity was seen by residents as a significant areal character-
istic.
Finally, half of the respondents in this subarea remarked on the
"residential" or "suburban" qualities of it: "no large buildings and lots of
trees", "town-like streets, some with no curbs; grass, trees, houses a fair
distance from one another". This is in contrast to the area North of Beacon,
in which only two respondents made an allusion to the residential qualities.
2. North of Beacon Street (n=ll)
Residents seem to divide their comments here between the single-
family sections of the area (e.g., Windsor and Salisbury Roads) and the
apartments. The single-family blocks are described as well kept-up and
attractive. The apartment areas, however, are viewed as somewhat more
"slummy".
No one here described the area as suburban, and only one respondent
even refers to it as "residential". Another respondent, in a negative, back-
handed way, describes the area as sort of an urban-suburban netherland:
"slightly less-than-city living, less congested, less traffic, less influenced
by inner city people. Full of apartments predominantly."
Again, the convenience of the location seems a significant feature to
over 1/3 of these respondents.
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*Item 4. Have you thought of moving? Why? Where?
(n=21)
South of Beacon North of Beacon
Yes, have thought of moving 4 6
No, have not thought of moving 6 5
Respondents are split, with eleven saying they had not thought of
moving and ten reporting that they had. It is interesting to note that while
48% of these respondents said they had thought of moving, a similar 45% of
respondents in the Middle Beacon Area had also reported that they had thought
of moving from their areas.
Just slightly more respondents North of Beacon reported thoughts of
moving than did those living South of Beacon.
Cross-Tabulation:
Thought of Moving by Own/Rent
Thought of Moving Not Thought
Own
Rent
Of all respondents in the sample who are now renting, 50% have thought
of moving. Of all respondents who are now owners, 44% thought of moving (a
slightly greater percentage of area 6 renters have thought of moving as
compared to renters in the Middle Beacon Area: 50% versus 43%. The figures
for owners are about the same for both areas.
Cross-Tabulation:
Thought of Moving By Age
Age
18-29 years old
30-39
40-49
50-65
Over 65
Yes, have thought of moving
3 (50% of this age group)
2 (66% of this age group)
1 (25% of this age group)
3 (60% of this age group)
1 (33% of this age group)
10
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Reasons Given for Wanting to Move (n=10)
Reasons Frequency
To buy own property/home 2 (20%)
Taxes/Rents/House Upkeep too expensive 3 (30%)
Area has deteriorated: 2 (20%)
- students coming in (1)
Personal: 3 (30%)
-Climate
-Husband's career
-Want to leave Boston area
Parking problems 1 (10%)
11 (one respondent
gave more than
one reason)
NOTE: One respondent who said she had not thought of moving out of the
area, said she did sometimes think of moving South of Beacon within
the area (she now lives North of it). She felt that the problems
of Boston were "encroaching" on her current area due to its proxi-
mity -- she specifically cited rapes and pursesnatchings as two of
these problems.
Where Would You Move To? (n=6)
Of the six persons asked this question, half said they would prefer
to remain in Brookline if they could afford it: however, all three expressed
doubt about being able to do so. One said he thought they might have to move
to Newton where properties might be cheaper.
The other three named areas outside of the Boston vicinity: New
Hampshire, Cape Cod, Beverly.
0}Item 5. If someone you liked were thinking of moving to this area and you
wanted to encourage them by showing them around, what would you
show them? (n=21)
Features to be Shown Frequency Mentioned
1. Dean Park/Playground 12 (57%)
- specifically tennis courts (n=22)
2. Convenience 11 (52%)
- to two transit lines/Boston (n=7)
- to stores (n=5)
- to schools (n=3)
- to Cambridge, B.U. (n=l)
- to recreational facilities (n=l)
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Features to be Shown Fregu
3. Specific streets/Architecture
- Architecture on Beacon (n=3)
- Salisbury (n=2)
- Kilsyth Architecture (n=1)
- Tappan - "decent" (n=l)
- Windsor: trees, clean (n=1)
- Beaconsfield: trees (n=1)
4. Good schools
- Runkle & High School
5. Cleveland Circle
- ice rink, recreation facilities (n=3)
- stores (n=2)
- movie (n=l)
6. My Neighbors/My Community
7. Local shops on Beacon Street
8. Washington Square
9. Landmarks outside the area
- Mary Baker Eddy Museum
- Reservoir on Route 9
10. Clean, well-kept
11. Pretty/Pleasant
General
12. Safe/Secure Qualities
13. Quiet
14. Stable
15. Coolidge Corner
16. Services
17. Other
- Golden age group
- Churches and Temples in area
- Not encourage anyone to move here (to Brookline)
ency Mentioned
7 (33%)
5 (24%)
4 (19%)
(14%)
(14%)
(10%)
(10%)
2 (10%)
2 (10%)
2 (10%)
1 (5%)
1 (5%)
1 (5%)
1 (5%)
3 (14%)
Discussion:
1. Dean Park: Of interest here is the fact that 3/4ths of the respondents
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who cited the Park as a feature they would want to show lived North of Beacon
Street, while the park itself is South of Beacon. This perhaps due to the
fact that the respondents in the area North of Beacon were slightly younger
than those to the South. (Both areas have the same number of families with
children aged 18 years or younger).
2. Convenience: This seems self-evident, except to point out that respon-
dents in this area remarked that they were conveniently situated for two
transit lines: the one on Beacon Street and the Riverside line. (This was
never mentioned by respondents in the Middle Beacon sample). Moreover, not
only respondents South of Beacon made this point -- a few North of it did
so, too.
Finally, one elderly respondent said this convenience to everything
made the area more "liveable": i.e., easy to live there.
3. Specific Streets/Architectural Quality: Of special note here is the
emphasis placed on the architectural quality of the area -- particularly
along Beacon Street (one respondent said he would just take someone for a walk
along Beacon), but on Kilsyth and Salisbury as well. In addition, Salisbury
(especially near Washington Street, Windsor, Tappan and Beaconsfield Streets)
were also named as specific locations to show for their general ambiance:
trees, good upkeep and such.
4. Good schools: Self-evident.
5. Cleveland Circle: The interesting point about this feature is that it
was never named by respondents in the Middle Beacon Area. Moreover, of the
four respondents mentioning Cleveland Circle in the Upper Beacon sample,
three were from the area North of Beacon. Apparently for some residents of
the Upper Beacon Area, Cleveland Circle serves as a shopping center and a
recreational center (ice rink, movies, ect.) more so than does Coolidge Cor-
ner (mentioned by only one respondent).
6. My Neighbors/Community: Three respondents, all living North of Beacon
Street, remarked that they would point out the "neighborhood" quality of their
area: the fact that they know many people, that the storekeepers in the local
stores on Beacon Street (West of Washington Square) know their names, that
there is a neighborhood association, a food co-op and a nursery co-op.
7. Local Shops on Beacon: This is related to No. 6 above and is different
from the shops further east on Beacon Street which form the cluster known as
Washington Square. These local shops (e.g., grocer, a druggist) seem to be
seen more as "neighborhood" facilities with personal "neighborhood" service --
e.g., knowing residents' names.
All three comments were from respondents North of Beacon.
8. Washington Square: Only mentioned by two respondents: one said she would
point out the "ethnic" stores there.
9. Landmarks: Self-evident. Both cited by respondents living South of
Beacon.
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10 - 14. General Qualities: These are also self-evident. One respondent said
that these kinds of qualities were really the key to what was important in
the area -- i.e., he felt that rather than show any landmarks in the area, he
would try to express a "feeling" about its being pleasant, quiet, clean, etc.
15. Coolidge Corner: Only mentioned by one respondent living North of
Beacon.
16. Services: Only one respondent said he would point out the "person who
cleans the streets and sidewalks and the snow plow for the sidewalks". This
respondent lived on Beacon Street where, perhaps, the sidewalks are still
plowed.
17. Other: An elderly respondent said she would point out the Golden Age
Club.
One respondent who is about to retire and plans to leave Brookline
said he would not recommend anyone move there. He feels the Town had deter-
iorated due to high taxes, less services and absentee landlords).
TABLE 1. Features to "Show" in the South Upper Beacon Subarea
(n=10)
Aspects one would show Frequency
1. Playground (Dean Road) 3 (30%)
- tennis
2. Convenient 4 (40%)
- two transit lines
- schools, shops, playgrounds
3. Show them the pleasant, pretty streets 4 (40%)
and the interesting architecture, trees
on the streets
4. Good Schools 2 (20%)
5. Features outside area 2 (20%)
- Mary Baker Eddy Museum
- Reservoir - Route 9
6. Ethnic shops on Beacon Street 1 (10%)
(Washington Square)
7. More a feeling I would try to express; 1
no landmarks
8. Would not encourage them to move here 1
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Aspects one would show
9. Safe
10. Clean
11. Golden Age Club
12. Cleveland Circle
Frequency
1
1
1
1
TABLE 2. Features to "Show" in the North Upper Beacon Subarea
(n=ll)
Aspects one would show
1. Dean Road Park and Playground
2. Convenience
- to two trolley lines (n=3)
- to churches
- to shops and schools
3. Local shops on Beacon Street
- know your name
4. My neighbors/community
- food and nursery co-ops
5. Good schools
6. Cleveland Circle stores and
recreational facilities
7. Architecture on Beacon Street (n=2),
Kilsythe and Salisbury
8. Show how pretty and clean are Windsor
Road, Tappan Street, Salisbury Road
9. Washington Square
10. Coolidge Corner
11. Services (street cleaning)
Frequency
8 (73%)
7 (64%)
3 (27%)
3 (27%)
(27%)
(27%)
2 (18%)
2 (18%)
(9%)
(9%)
(9%)
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Comparison with Middle Beacon Area Responses to Item 5.
The parks, the convenience of the areas to transit and stores, and
the quality of the schools seem to be viewed as important positive features
of both study areas (a slightly greater percentage of Upper Beacon respon-
dents cited the park as a feature they would show).
On the other hand, the general architectural quality of the area
seems to play a more significant role for respondents in the Upper Beacon
Area than for those in the Middle Beacon one. Similarly, Cleveland Circle
is seen as an areal recreation - shopping mode for respondents in the
Upper Beacon Area but not in the other study area.
"My neighbors and community" would appear to play a somewhat more
significant role for respondents in the Middle Beacon sample (21% versus 14%).
The same can be said for "Coolidge Corner", cited by 19% of respondents in
the Middle Beacon Area, but only by one respondent in the Upper Beacon one.
Washington Square, on the other hand, was mentioned infrequently by respon-
dents from both areas, although several Upper Beacon respondents spoke well
of their local stores outside of Washington Square. The quality of Town
services was also a fairly significant positive factor for respondents in the
Middle Beacon sample (19%) but was mentioned by only one Upper Beacon respon-
dent. Moreover, 15% of Middle Beacon respondents said they would point out
the cleanliness of the area; only 10% of Upper Beacon respondents said this
about that area.
Features mentioned by respondents in the Middle Beacon area but not
mentioned at all by Upper Beacon respondents included: single-family housing
in the area (13%); the suburban qualities of the area (13%); the geological
features -- e.g., the hill locations (10%); and the physical variety in the
area (two respondents).
0 Item 6. Suppose you were taking a selectman around your area to show him
the things you didn't like about it. What would you show him?
(n=20) (1 N.A.)
Features Disliked Frequency
1. Overnight Parking Ban/Lack of Parking 7
Space
2. Traffic-related problems 5
3. Delivery of services 4
4. Poor building maintenance 4
5. "Pit" near Star Market 2
6. Park-related problems 2
7. Washington Square 2
8. Non-enforcement of Leash Law 2
9. Other 4
- see below
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Discussion
1. Parking: These complaints were divided about equally between respondents
living North and South of Beacon Street.
2. Traffic-Related Problems: Respondents with these complaints primarily
lived North of Beacon Street. Comments included: (a) complaints about ex-
cessive and speeding traffic on Kilsyth (used as a short cut between Common-
wealth Avenue and Beacon Street), Salisbury Road (cars seem to use this
street to avoid the light on Corey and Beacon), and on Corey Road (where a
respondent reported a child had been killed); (b) the need for more and/or
better traffic lights on the corner of Dean Road and Beacon Street (respon-
dents felt this should be a longer light to allow children and elderly to
cross Beacon more easily), on Corey Road and Beacon so cars can't turn while
people corss the street, and a stop light on Windsor and Corey Roads.
Another respondent who lives on Beacon Street complained about the
problem of double-parked cars there.
Finally, one respondent South of Beacon, complained about the poor
condition of the road which people use to cross-cut between Beaconsfield and
the Star Market.
3. Delivery of Services: Equally split between North and South of Beacon,
most of the comments concerned the amount of trash on the streets -- these
respondents felt that the area was "filthy" or, at least, "could be cleaner".
In addition, two respondents complained about the lack of snow removal on
sidewalks, and one respondent (North of Beacon) said the Town did not pick
up leaves during the autumn in her area.
4. Poor Building Maintenance: All four of these remarks were made by respon-
dents living North of Beacon Street. Complaints primarily dealt with poor
landlord upkeep of the area's apartment buildings. One respondent who lives
in such a building on Kilsyth called it a "fire hazard" and said that nothing
got done in the building unless tenants did it themselves. Other respondents
also complained of the poor condition of apartment building exteriors in the
area, one adding that garbage is allowed to pile up outside the apartment on
Englewood and Beacon Streets.
5. "Pit Near Star": What is surprising here is the scarcity of comments
regarding this feature, particularly by respondents living South of Beacon
and right near the site. One might speculate that many of these respondents
might not want to show this "eyesore" (as it was called by one respondent) to
a selectman for fear the Town will go ahead with their plans for a high-rise
development there if they do.
6. Park-related Problems: Only two respondents mentioned any problems related
to Dean Park/Playground. One, an elderly woman who lives directly across from
the park, complained that, during the summer, teenagers coming to the park
hung-out in the vestibule of her building to drink and smoke in the evenings.
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She was very afraid of these youths and felt trapped in her apartment
(which was on the ground floor). Another respondent complained of broken
glass and bottles allowed to accumulate in the park.
7. Washington Square: The two comments that were made concerned the
appearance/condition of this shopping area: one respondent felt that some
of the stores (e.g., the small appliance store) were simply ugly; the other
felt the area had come to look like a "slum" (citing the decline form the
period when Best and Company left the area).
What is surprising here is the general lack of complaints regarding
the condition of the Washington Square area -- see comparison with the
Middle Beacon Area below.
8. Leash law: Obvious
9. Others: These comments included:
- complaints regarding the high taxes;
- the need to do something about the Clark Road underpass to
the Riverside trolley -- described as "smelly and dangerous" (in terms of
muggings);
- the lack of street trees in the Beaconsfield/Tappan area;
- the "threateningly close" encroachment of Boston in the area
North of Beacon -- with respondents worried about crime-related problems.
TABLE 3. Items to Show Selectman South of Beacon Street (n=10
Features Disliked Frequency
1. Parking 4 (40%)
2. Trash on streets 2 (20%)
3. Washington Square 1 (10%)
4. Teenagers hang-out in Dean Park and 1
in her building lobby
5. Lack of street trees 1
6. "Pit" near Star Market 1
7. Underpass to Riverside trolley - dirty 1
and unlit
8. Cross-cut between Beaconsfield Street and 1
Star Market: not kept-up
TABLE 4. Items to Show Selectman North of Beacon Street (n=ll)
Features Disliked Frequency
1. Parking 4 (36%)
2. Poor Services 4 (36%)
- Dirty streets (n=4)
- Snow removal (n=2)
3. Poor building maintenance 3 (27%)
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TABLE 4. (continued)
Features Disliked Frequency
4. Traffic problems 6 (55%)
- Too much fast traffic on Kilsyth, Corey
and Salisbury Roads (n=3)
- Longer lights needed at Dean Road and
Beacon Street, and on Windsor Road (n=3)
5. Playground not maintained 1 (9%)
6. Proximity to Boston (poor upkeep and crime) 1
7. Taxes 1
8. "Pit" near Star Market 1
Comparison with Item 6 Responses from the Middle Beacon Area
In both areas, the parking situation was the chief complaint: in
the Upper Beacon sample one third of all respondents complained of this; in
the other area, the figure was one-quarter of all respondents.
Interestingly, the No. 2 complaint in the Middle Beacon Area --
Washington Square -- was far down on the list for the Upper Beacon sample.
In the former area, eleven respondents (or 23%) complained of the deteriora-
tion of this shopping area. On the other hand, in the latter area, this
situation concerned only two (10%) respondents. It would appear that
Washington Square is seen as a concern primarily by the areas which most
immediately surround it, which would support my earlier contention that this
area served as a shopping facility primarily for these immediate residential
groups.
(Technically, of course, the heart of the Washington Square area was not
within the study area boundaries demarcated for the Upper Beacon area. This,
however, did not stop respondents from commenting about Dean Park which is
also outside the study area boundaries.)
(In addition, several included Washington Square in the area with which they
were "most familiar".)
The poor delivery of services also ranked fairly high on the list of
complaints for both groups. On the other hand, while only 13% of Middle
Beacon respondents had traffic-related complaints nearly one-quarter of respon-
dents from the Upper Beacon sample (24%) complained of these. On the other
hand, the Upper Beacon Area had more complaints regarding the maintenance of
buildings: 10% of Middle Beacon respondents were bothered by this problem
but 25% of the respondents in the Upper Beacon sample remarked about it.
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{ Item 7. Are there places in this area which you think of as particularly
unpleasant or ugly? (n=21)
Items Frequency
1. "Pit" near Star Market 8 (38%)
2. No, nothing 5 (24%)
3. Star Market 3 (14%)
4. Cleveland Circle 3 (14%)
5. Beacon Street 3 (14%)
6. Brighton 2 (10%)
7. Washington Square 1 (5%)
8. Other (see below) 3 (14%)
Discussion:
1. "Pit": By far the most frequent item mentioned as "ugly/unpleasant" was
the vacant "hole" -- sometimes referred to as the "Beaconsfield site". An
equal number of respondents both North and South of Beacon Street commented
on it.
One respondent conceded that, although this lot was ugly, it was
still better than a high-rise building in the same place: at least, she said,
the lot would not be visible fron a distance. Also, a high rise would block
her view from the upper floors of her house.
2. Nothing: Respondents here ranged in length of time living in the area
from four months (n=2) to nineteen and twenty-one years, with one having
lived there three and one-half years. So newness to the area did not account,
for the most part, for this response.
3. Star Market: Three respondents felt that the Star Market site itself --
in addition to the hole next to it -- was pretty ugly. As one respondent said
"it's not pretty, but it's convenient".
Another respondent clarified his complaint, limiting it primarily to
the condition of the parking lot at the rear of the market and the road from
the market to Beaconsfield Road (also complained about by another respondent
in Item 6.).
4. Cleveland Circle: Respondents called this shopping area "crummy, dirty",
complained of 'idewalks with dog mess and litter", and complained about lack
of parking space.
5. Beacon Street: I have lumped together several different kinds of com-
plaints here, since all of them have to do with the overall appearance of
Beacon Street. I did not include here the comment about the Beacon Street
stores in Washington Square (see "Washington Square" below). Respondents
complained about: (a) the ugly trolley strip down the center of Beacon
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Street; (b) the lack of care given to front yards on Beacon Street; (c) the
poor maintenance of a few buildings on the street -- in particular 1856 Beacon
(at Englewood Avenue) where garbage is allowed to pile up; (d) several newer
buildings on Beacon which are felt to be "ugly": 1776 Beacon and the 1200
Beacon Motel (outside the study area).
6. Brighton: Both of these complaints came from respondents who live North
of Beacon Street where Brookline meets Brighton. In particular, one respon-
dent complained of the "student-element" on the Boston end of Kilsyth Street
-- claiming that students "throw cans out of their windows."
7. Washington Square: Only cited by one respondent as unpleasant/ugly.
The person recounted how the Washington Square area "used to be beautiful",
both in terms of the shop facades and the quality of merchandise. As a
sign of deterioration, this respondent gave the example of the Best and
Company site now being a discount store.
8. Other: Several individual comments include:
- the under pass near Clark Road to the Riverside MBTA line
- Brookline Village
- The whole area which was seen as becoming "blighted" -- a "disregard"
for parking and for keeping the streets clean. This respondent
blames the Town government for this problem (see Item 13).
Comparison with Item 7 Responses for the Middle Beacon Area
Over three times as many respondents from the Upper Beacon area
cited the hole at Star Market (i.e., the "Beaconsfield site") as a place
that is ugly, than did those from the Middle Beacon one. On the other hand,
the reverse is true for Washington Square where 19% of Middle Beacon respon-
dents named this place as ugly, as compared to only one respondent from
Upper Beacon.
While 28% of Upper Beacon respondents also felt that the Star Market
site itself and Cleveland Circle were ugly or unpleasant places, none of the
Middle Beacon respondents mentioned these. It is particularly interesting
that a larger number of Upper Beacon respondents spoke of Cleveland Circle
than of Washington Square.
Thirty-four percent of Middle Beacon respondents could find nothing
ugly or unpleasant in their area; for Upper Beacon respondents, the figure
was only 24%.
Finally, similar to the two Upper Beacon respondents who said that
Brighton was the ugliest part of their area, five respondents from the
Middle Beacon Area (all living in areas adjoining Brighton or Allston) found
these to be the ugly parts of their areas as well.
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"Ugly" Places in Upper Beacon Area: South
(n=10)
Places Cited Frequency
"Pit" near Star Market 4 (40%)
- but better than a high rise building
Star Market itself 2 (20%)
Nothing 2 (20%)
Whole area is blighted: garbage 1 (10%)
Cleveland Circle 1
Brookline Village 1
Underpass to Riverside line 1
1776 Beacon Street (new building) 1
"Ugly" Places in Upper Beacon Area: North
(n=ll)
Places Cited Frequency
"Pit" near Star Market 4 (36%)
Nothing 3 (27%)
Cleveland Circle 2 (18%)
Brighton (where it adjoins their Brookline 2 (18%)
area)
- lack of maintenance/abandoned buildings
Washington Square 1 (9%)
Beacon Street
- trolley line and some front yards 1 (9%)
Apartment building on Englewood and Beacon 1 (9%)
Street (garbage piles up)
*Item 8. Has your area changed in anyway over the past several years? How?
(Do you think these changes have made the area better or worse as
a place to live?) (n=21)
Change Frequency
Yes, my area has changed 15 (71%)
No, my area has not changed 1 (5%)
Don't Know (has not lived in area long 5 (24%)
enough to know)
21
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These changes have made the area as a place to live:
Better = 2 (13%)
Worse = 11 (73%)
Both Better and Worse = 2 (13%)
15
How has the area changed?
Change Frequency
Population Changes 7 (47%)
Area has Generally deteriorated 4 (27%)
Beaconsfield Hotel site ("Pit") 3 (20%)
Area is less Safe 2 (13%)
Washington Square deterioration 2 (13%)
Large Elms trees cut 2 (13%)
Coolidge Corner deterioration 1 (7%)
Cleveland Circle Upgrading 1 (7%)
Other (see next page) 3 (20%)
Traffic increase 1 (7%)
Discussion of Ways Upper Beacon Area has changed:
1. Population Changes: Almost half of those respondents felt this area
had changed in the past several years attributed at least part of this change
to shifts in the population of the area.
Of the four respondents South of Beacon who felt this kind of change,
three said there were now more students living in the area. All three felt
this was "undesirable", saying the students moved in and out quickly (i.e.,
were very transient) and never cleaned up. The reason for this shift from
young family occupants to students was seen as the high rents which dis-
couraged younger families with children from living in the area. One respon-
dent limited this student influx to the apartment areas on Tappan Street --
there, he says, he sees U-Haul trucks moving students in every September and
out in June. He feels that area is not now being kept up as well as it had
been. Finally, the fourth respondent South of Beacon felt that a "lower
class" of people had moved in to the apartment buildings on Beacon Street.
Although this respondent did not elaborate, earlier comments by other respon-
dents has indicated that the families that used to live on Beacon Street have
been gradually replaced by more transient persons -- perhaps more students.
Of the three respondents North of Beacon who also saw population
changes occurring in their area, two also said there were now more students
in the area. Again, this was viewed negatively. For example, one respondent
on Kilsyth Road said that several buildings toward the Boston end of her
street had recently become Boston College dorms. This respondent attributed
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These changes have made the area as a place to live:
the increased parking problems, vandalism and crime to this change in student
population.
One respondent felt that the higher rents in the area had driven
"good people" (possibly families) to move elsewhere. She saw more non-white
persons moving into the area and felt this was bad ("makes the area run
down").
Finally, on the positive side, one respondent also saw several
families moving into this area North of Beacon.
2. Area has Deteriorated: Over 1/4 (27%) of respondents who felt the area
had changed described the change this way. Specifically, these respondents
felt the area was not kept up as well/was "run-down". One respondent felt
this was especially true of the buildings along Beacon Street.
3. Beaconsfield Hotel Site: This is really a different category of change
than the two kinds of change above: i.e., this is a more specific change
restricted primarily to a single location. For respondents living near this
site, it is, of course, a major change for the worse, and all three respon-
dents who mentioned this lived South of Beacon Street. However, none of
the three is seriously considering moving from the area because of it. One
might speculate, nevertheless, that respondents see this vacant lot as
temporary, in spite of the long time it has been vacant. If and when a new
high rise development were built on the site, would respondents then take
some action about moving or staying put?
4. Area is less safe: Self-evident
5. Washington Square deterioration: Primarily this involves a decline in
the quality of shops in this area. Also one respondent used to use Washing-
ton Square as a place to take a walk to (the way elderly people near Coolidge
Corner use that area). Now this respondent finds it not an enjoyable walking
"goal".
6. Large elms trees: Again, this is not a major change in the respect that,
in many areas, the Town has planted new trees for the lems they had to re-
move and respondents are aware of this. This comment is simply a recogni-
tion that the area (both respondents live North of Beacon) looks very
different now without the large graceful elms. (NOTE: for one respondent
this was the only change she mentioned and she added that generally the area
hadn't changed at all. This was scored as a "no change.").
Apparently, on Windsor Road the trees had not yet been replaced and
this respondent wondered if they would be.
7. Coolidge Corner: Only one respondent extended the area far enough to
include Coolidge Corner. This respondent felt it had deteriorated consider-
ably -- that it was "not as pleasant". It is evident that this respondent
was thinking more in terms of Brookline as a whole, rather than simply of
the Upper Beacon Area -- as proof, she felt the change in Coolidge Corner
was "not good for Brookline". Only one other respondent seemed to extend
this question to encompass all of Brookline -- an elderly physician who
417.
saw the Town declining due to mismanagement by the Town government.
8. Cleveland Circle: One of the few examples of changes which respondents
labelled as positive -- interestingly it falls outside the study area. This
respondent noted that improvements to the Cleveland Circle sidewalks and
roadways (including new traffic signals) had been made. She felt these made
the place better. However, the respondents naming Cleveland Circle as an
"unpleasant and ugly" place would obviously not agree with her.
9. Other:
- The respondent saw the Cleveland Circle improvements, also noted the
MBTA Beacon Street improvements -- i.e., waiting areas and some landscaping
in Washington Square.
- One respondent felt that, while the apartment areas were becoming
downgraded due to the influx of students, the single-family housing sections
South of Beacon Street (e.g., Beaconsfield Road, South) were being maintained
better than they had been in the past due to the great increase in property
value.
- Finally, one respondent had a minute positive change in terms of the
area as a whole although it was probably a large positive change for this
particular respondent: the pathway running behind her house (on Beacons-
field) had been closed off, so less people made a short-cut through and,
hence, she had less trash in her backyard.
Comparison with Responses from the Middle Beacon Area:
The general differences are not great: slightly more respondents
in the Upper Beacon sample felt their area had changed (71% versus 68% for
Middle Beacon area); while only one respondent in Upper Beacon said there
had been no change, nine respondents (13%) from Middle Beacon reported no
change.
Seventy-three percent of respondents in Upper Beacon felt these
changes made the area worse as a place to live (to greater or lesser de-
grees); for the Middle Beacon sample, this figure was 61%. However, almost
the same small proportion in both areas saw the changes as being for the
better (13% for Upper; 15% for Middle Beacon).
As for the changes themselves, a greater percentage of Middle Beacon
respondents attributed these to population shifts (67% as compared to 47%);
on the other hand, a somewhat larger proportion of Upper Beacon respondents
blamed the change on the general deterioration of the area (27% versus 15%).
Moreover, generally speaking, Middle Beacon respondents more frequently saw
their area as having become less safe than did respondents from Upper Beacon.
Interestingly, 13% of respondents from each study area also remarked
on the deterioration of Washington Square as an indication of change in the
area.
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Impact of Change on Area by Subarea
"This change has made the area as a place to live".
South of Beacon North of Beacon
(n=8) (n=7)
Better 1 (13%) 1 (14%)
Worse 6 (75%) 5 (71%)
Both better and worse 1 (13%) 1 (14%)
Can't tell 0 0
No real difference can be seen between sub-areas. This is of
particular interest when considering the subarea differences which are
evident for Item 9 next.
*Item 9. What do you think will happen to this area in the next 10 years?
(n=21)
Predictions Frequency
Sees area getting worse 7 (33%)
Sees area staying the same 6 (29%)
Sees area getting better 3 (14%)
Is not sure. Hopes it won't get worse 2 (10%)
but fears it will
Sees change but does not place a value 2 (10%)
on it
Don't Know 1 (5%)
21
Discussion:
1. Sees area getting worse: Of particular note here is the fact that, of
the seven respondents in this category, five live in the area to the North
of Beacon Street. These respondents predicted that the next ten years would
see the population change considerably in the area: that the pressure of
taxes and the natural succession of elderly selling their homes will bring
more properties onto the market, but that younger families will not be able
to afford to move in. Rather, some respondents fear that these properties
will be broken up into apartments -- this has already happened to some
buildings in the area -- and that the "class" of people will change.
In addition, several respondents in this area fear the encroachment
of Boston and its ensuing problems like crime.
In the area South of Beacon, respondents feared the construction of
new high-rise buildings, particularly on Beacon Street. One respondent
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who observed, in addition, that the small restaurants at Washington Square
seem to have a hard time surviving, felt that those stores may be taken over
by large franchises in the future, like Kentucky Fried Chicken.
2. Staying the same: Of the six respondents in this group, 2/3 (or four
respondents) were from the area to the South of Beacon Street. These respon-
dents felt that, due to the accessibility of the area to downtown, and
because of the good schools, property values in the area would probably remain
high so that those moving in would have to be fairly well-off. (It is
interesting that these respondents felt, unlike those North of Beacon, that
in spite of the high costs of properties, features in the area would allow
it to still be desirable to families with good incomes). One respondent also
added that the area had already accommodated a "large" influx of Chinese
families with no apparent problem.
The two respondents North of Beacon felt that their area was "fairly
stable", although one respondent also felt the area's black population might
increase "a little" but not in the immediate future (he was quick to add);
the other respondent saw the possibility of an influx of young couples and
singles.
3. Sees area getting better: All three of these respondents were from the
area South of Beacon. One felt, like his neighbors above, that the scarcity
of housing in the Boston area, and the accessibility to downtown would keep
property values going up. Another respondent simply stated that she
thought the area would be "upgraded". Finally, one respondent predicted the
development of the Beaconsfield site and felt this would be an "asset to the
neighborhood."
4. Can't tell but fears it will get worse: These two respondents were from
the area North of Beacon. One felt the stores in the area simply couldn't
"get worse"f, and wondered why the Town didn't build the "Beaconsfield develop-
ment" and rid the area of the current "eyesore" vacant lot.
The other respondent saw several options. She felt that if families
chose to remain in the area, it would remain the same. (She and several
other neighbors have tried encouraging black families to buy property in the
area -- in order to prevent a "segregated ghetto" or a panic block busting
situation from occurring.). If, however, families leave and the area is
"allowed to deteriorate", she predicted that "Fidelis Way people" (i.e., the
Brighton housing project not far from the Brookline border) would begin
moving in. One hope for the area, she felt, was that it was not predominant-
ly apartments.
5. Sees change but does not place a value on it: Two respondents North of
Beacon felt that changes would occur in the area; however, this researcher
could not tell how these respondents felt about them. For example, one respon-
dent saw more development occurring in the area -- particularly the Beacons-
field site. But this respondent didn't say whether he felt this was good or
bad for the area.
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The other respondent felt that as older people moved out of the area,
younger would come in. Again, no value was attached to this.
Comparison with the Middle Beacon Sample:
Predictions for the two study areas are quite similar in terms of
proportions of respondents feeling the area would stay the same, get better,
etc. The Upper Beacon sample had 10% fewer respondents feeling the area
would get worse.
Item 9. What Will Happen in the Next Ten Years? By Subarea.
(n=18; one Don't Know, two see change but place no value on it)
South of Beacon
(n=9)
North of Beacon
(n=9)
Area will get Worse
Area will get Better
Area will Stay the Same
Don't know; hopes won't get
worse
2 (22%)
3 (33%)
4 (44%)
5 (56%)
0
2 (22%)
2 (22%)
Cross-tabulation.
Impact of change by what will happen in next ten years. By Subarea.
South of Beacon Street (n=10)
Change has made In the next 10 years the area will:
this area Get Get Stay the Don't Know
as a place to Better Worse Same (Hopes not
live: Worse)
Better 1 (10%) 0 0 0
Worse 2 (20%) 2 (20%) 1 (10%) 1 (.10%)
Both 0 0 1 (10%) 0
No change seen 0 0 0 0
Don't Know 0 0 2 (20%) 0
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Cross-tabulation.
Impact of change by what will happen in next ten years. By Subarea.
Change has made
this area
as a place to
live:
North of Beacon Street (n-9)
In the next 10 years the area will:
Get Get Stay the Don't Know
Better Worse Same (Hopes not
Worse)
Better 0 0 1 (11%) 0
Worse 0 4 (44%) 0 1 (11%)
Both 0 0 0 0
No change seen 0 0 0 1 (11%)
Don't Know 0 1 (11%) 1 (11%) 0
No one living North of Beacon Street saw the area getting better in
the next ten years, and most saw it getting worse.
On the other hand, five of Beacon Street, most residents either saw
the area staying the same or getting better -- a much more hopeful view.
This is in spite of the fact that about the same proportion from both sub-
areas had viewed change as having made the area worse as a place to live.
In the South Beacon sample some of those residents who had viewed changes
negatively still felt the area would improve over the next ten years. No
one in the North of Beacon subarea felt this way.
gpItem 10. Has the Town of Brookline spent any money on improving or changing
this area in the past several years?
(n=20; one Not Asked Item)
Expenditures Cited Frequency
1. Street and Sidewalk improvements 10 (50%)
2. MBTA improvements 7 (35%)
3. New trees planted 6 (30%)
4. Don't know (not lived long enough in area) 3 (15%)
5. Utilities Upgraded 2 (10%)
6. No, no money spent 2 (10%)
7. Park improvements 1 (5%)
Discussion
1. Street/Sidewalk improvements: Half of the respondents named these. Of
the ten respondents in this group, 60% were from the area South of Beacon.
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These respondents particularly mentioned the work that had been carried out
on Beaconsfield Road: including the widening sidewalks, street upgrading
landscaping and installation of partial curbs, Other respondents mentioned
the sidewalk improvements that had been made throughout the area. Not every-
one was favorable about these "improvements": one respondent on Beacons-
field said that the effort to upgrade the streets and sidewalks in the area had
resulted in the formation of a neighborhood association whose goal was to
keep the streets as they were. Apparently, according to this respondent, the
work that was finally done represented a compromise between Town and community.
(NOTE: such complaints are similar to those found in the Aspinwall Hill
subsection of the Middle Beacon Area). One respondent South of Beacon com-
plained that the Town only replaced sidewalks but had not "upgraded" them
(i.e., widening them and installing landscaping). She felt this was "stupid"
-- but she obviously did not live on Beaconsfield where such attempts were
met with opposition.
Of the four respondents North of Beacon who mentioned street/sidewalk
improvements one spoke of the improvements made to the Beaconsfield parking
lot. It should be noted that one respondent commented that the street
improvements were not always very "evident", and another felt that the Town
should really be spending money on upgrading the alleys in the area (i.e.,
paving, lighting). This latter respondent had gotten a petition together
but had not had a response from the Town.
2. MBTA improvements: These were mostly involving the new MBTA waiting
booths and the landscaping at the stops. Of particular interest here is the
fact that six of the seven respondents in this group came from the area
North of Beacon Street and, in fact, this was the most often-cited set of
"improvements" from this area. This is noteworthy since (a) these improve-
ments" involve the state in terms of funding and, perhaps, instigation of the
project; and (b) the improvements lie outside the residential area. Were
there so few improvements in this residential area that respondents go out-
side it to answer this question?
Finally, it should be noted that one respondent saw the landscaping
improvements as "stupid, foolish" expenditures when other things needed
upgrading (this was the "alley lady" mentioned above).
3. Trees: This is self-evident in terms of the Town's program of cutting
down diseased elms and replacing them with younger trees. Most comments (four
of the six) came from respondents living North of Beacon.
Of note, however, is the comment by one respondent who doubted that
the elms on her street -- Salisbury -- had been diseased. (She felt they could
have been "fixed".). At any rate, she complained of these being replaced
by "the cheapest little trees." Moreover, someone had told her that the
kind of trees the Town had installed in front of her house would eventually
damage her pipes.
4. Don't Know
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5. Utilities: Includes comments by one respondent on the installation of
new lighting South of Beacon.
6. No: One respondent explained that nothing had been done since the Town
was "short on money." The other said there had been "no great improvements"
although some were needed on the park (see below).
7. Park improvements: There appears to be somewhat of a contraversy about
the Dean Road playground. One respondent reported that the Town had put in
new tennis courts after the park had been flooded. However, the older clay
courts were not replaced with new clay ones -- rather by asphalt. This had,
apparently, upset residents of the area who wanted to keep the courts clay --
and it would seem discussions are still ongoing regarding this issue.
Finally one respondent who could find no "great improvements" in
the area felt that Dean Park "needed help" but that the Town had not respon-
ded to this need.
Finally, in the Middle Beacon Area, 40% of respondents were, at best,
somewhat skeptical that some of the changes in their area (initiated by the
Town) were actually improvements. In the Upper Beacon sample, this figure
was seven respondents or a similar 35%.
}Item 11. Let's suppose you were to suggest how the Town might spend its
money in this area over the next year. What recommendations would
you make? (n=20, one not asked item)
Items on which money should be spent Frequency
1. Vacant lot near Star Market 4 (20%)
2. Improvement of Service Delivery 4 (20%)
3. Traffic Control 3 (15%)
4. Dean Park improvements 3 (15%)
5. Trees/landscaping 3 (15%)
6. MBTA Service improvements 3 (15%)
7. Washington Square 1 (5%)
8. Education 1 (5%)
9. Other 4
(Don't Know) 2 (10%)
Discussion
1. Vacant lot (Beaconsfield Site): These respondents were interested in
"something" being done to that site. The most popular suggestion was that
it be made into a park (one respondent suggested it be a municiple parking
lot with a park, containing ice skating facilities on top). Another respon-
dent felt that the Town should acquire the site and that they develop it
"less for profit" than a private developer would do -- i.e., that the Town
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build either housing for the elderly or middle income housing there. (Inter-
estingly, this respondent sees the Town as able to build for less profit, but
complains about the high taxes in the Town as well.).
2. Services: Two respondents wanted the Town to plow the sidewalks; one
respondent wanted better trash pick-up and also wanted the Town to enforce
its sanitation laws so that buildings would not be allowed to let garbage
pile up on the street on other-than-grabage days. Finally, one respondent
said he would use the money to make sure the streets are well-maintained.
Three of these four-respondents were from the area North of Beacon Street.
3. Traffic Control: All three of these respondents were from the area
North of Beacon. They wanted better or new traffic lights installed on the
following corners:
1. At Dean and Beacon: a longer crossing light to allow children and
elderly to make it across Beacon Street.
2. At Beacon and Corey: a light where cars don't turn at the same time
as people are crossing.
3. At Windsor and Corey: a new light (none there now).
4. Dean Park: There was agreement among the three respondents here on the
need for better recreational facilities in this playground: new equipment
and equipment suitable for older children. In addition, respondents wanted
the Town to clean the park more frequently, and to keep dogs out of it.
(One respondent said she felt something would be done now that the
neighborhood had become involved in this issue).
5. Trees/Landscaping: Trees were requested on Windsor Road (to replace
those cut down) and along Beacon Street. In addition, a Beacon Street resi-
dent also suggested that the "turnarounds" on that street also be planted
up.
Finally, one respondent (South of Beacon) felt there should be more
green (open) space in the area -- now it was "too much concrete".
6. MBTA improvements: Despite the new waiting booths, etc., respondents
wanted a service improvement on the Beacon Street trolley line.
7. Washington Square: Only one respondent mentioned this. She felt "more
attention" should be paid to the Washington Square merchants in terms of
advertising and financial assistance to help them fix up.
8. Education: One respondent felt this was the factor one should invest
in, as it "pays off best" in terms of impact for the area.
9. Other: These included suggestions to:
1. Place utilities underground.
2. Fix up alleys North of Beacon Street (clean them, pave them and
light them.
3. Spend more money for rent control.
4. Bring back the Yankees!
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}Item 12 (a) Where do you usually go to do your shopping?
(n=20, one respondent not asked question)
A. Food Shopping
Place Frequency
1. Star Market (Beacon Street) 18 (90%)
2. Stop and Shop 9 (45%)
- Harvard Street (n=4)
- Washington Street (n=4)
- Chestnue Hill (n=1)
3. Washington Square 3 (15%)
- Hi Lo Market (n=2)
- Lipsky Butcher (n=1)
4. Cleveland Circle 1
5. Purity Supreme (Harvard Street) 1
6. Finast (Cypress Street) 1
7. Neighborhood Food Co-op 1
1. It is obvious that Star Market is the prime location for food shopping
in the Upper Beacon Area -- both for residents North and South of Beacon
Street.
2. On the other hand, another 45% of respondents also say they use Stop and
Shop at one time or other. The interesting factor here, however, is the
split between locations used: in the Middle Beacon sample, three times as
many respondents used the Harvard Street Stop and Shop as used the Washington
Street branch (even considering only the Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury sub-
areas which are closer to Upper Beacon, twice as many respondents reported
using the Harvard Street shop). However, in the Upper Beacon sample, fewer
respondents reported using this location than others (i.e., four using store
on Harvard Street; four using one on Washington Street; one using branch in
Chestnut Hill). Although the Harvard Street store is newer and more
"glamorous" than the Washington Street one, the main reason given for not
using the former is the parking problem there.
3. While 1/3 of respondents from the Aspinwall Hill, Salisbury Flat, Griggs
Road areas reported shopping for food in Washington Square, only 15% of
respondents from the area 6 sample did so.
B. Clothing, Household Items, etc.
Place Frequency
1. Suburban Shopping Malls 11 (55%)
-especially Chestnut Hill, but
also Natick and Burlington
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B. Clothing, Household Items, etc. (continued)
Place Frequency
2. Boston 4 (20%)
3. Coolidge Corner 4 (20%)
4. Washington Square 3 (15%)
5. Cleveland Circle 1 (5%)
6. Other: 3 (15%)
- Springfield, Massachusetts
- Marshalls
- Local: Dean Pharmacy
7. Don't shop for such things 1 (5%)
1. Over of these respondents said they did their shopping for other-than-
food items like clothing, housewares, etc., at the suburban shopping malls
(this compares to 46% of respondents from the Middle Beacon Area who also
shopped at these malls).
One respondent remarked that she thought the Town of Brookline had
been foolish in "allowing" the new Chestnut Hill Mall to locate in Newton
rather than in Brookline -- she concluded that the Town was just "not being
run right".
2. Another 1/5th of respondents said they shopped for these items in Boston
(in the Middle Beacon sample, almost 40% reported doing so) and still another
fifth said they used Coolidge Corner for such shopping (22% for areas 4 and 5).
3. Interestingly, about the same proportion of respondents from Upper Beacon
reported using the Washington Square area for these other-than-food items as
did respondents from the Aspinwall Hill, Salisbury, Griggs Park areas (14%).
This is still a very small percentage of the respondents -- particularly if
combined with the small percentage of Upper Beacon respondents who said they
also shopped for food in the Washington Square area. Clearly, it is not
considered a prime shopping area for these respondents.
gpItem 12 (b) Do you ever shop at Coolidge Corner? (n=20)
Yes = 18 (90%)
No = 2 (10%)
This is similar to the proportions for the Middle Beacon sample (Yes =
91%; No = 9%)
Of the two respondents who never used Coolidge Corner both were females:
one was in her 40's, the other between 50 and 65 years old.
One said she saw no reason to shop there, adding that she preferred
to shop in department stores. The other respondent sai- she "can't stand"
Coolidge Corner now, but that she once had both liked it and used it. Now,
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she said it was "wild and noisy" and had no shops she cared to use.
How Often Would You Say You Shop There?
Period of Time Between Visits % for Areas Frequency
4 and 5
Daily 7% 0
Several times/week 27% 3 (16%)
Once/week 39% 5 (28%)
Once/2 weeks 11% r2 (11%)
Once/month 27% 1l6% 55%5 (28%)
Less than once per month 0 3 (16%)
If one considers the Middle Beacon area as a whole and compares the
frequency of visits to Coolidge Corner from this area to the frequency from
the Upper Beacon Area, respondents from the latter visit Coolidge Corner far
less frequently than do those from the former (i.e., while only 27% of Middle
Beacon respondents reported visiting Coolidge Corner once every two weeks or
less, 55% of Upper Beacon respondents visited it this infrequently.). Con-
sidering only the Aspinwall Hill and Salisbury subareas compared to the
Upper Beacon sample, the latter group still visited Coolidge Corner less
frequently. Half of the respondents from the Aspinwall - Salisbury areas
visited Coolidge Corner about once a week; in the Upper Beacon area, this
figure was only 28%. On the other hand, 40% of Aspinwall - Salisbury respon-
dents went there once every two weeks or less, as compared to 55% from Upper
Beacon. In addition, 16% of Upper Beacon respondents said they visited Coolidge
Corner less than once a month; no Aspinwall - Salisbury respondent reported
going that infrequently.
Hence, this data seem to support an earlier conclusion (in analysis
of Middle Beacon responses) that Coolidge Corner is a much more important
shopping facility for residents immediately adjacent to it, and that the
farther from it one goes, the less important it becomes, even within a few
block range, and at a not-very-great distance from Coolidge Corner itself.
How do you usually get to Coolidge Corner?
(n=17) (two don't shop at Coolidge Corner, two N.A. question)
Mode Frequency
Car 11 (65%)
MBTA trolley 4 (24%)
Car or trolley 1 (6%)
Car or walk 1 (6%)
Walk 0
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This would appear to support the contention that for Upper Beacon
respondents, Coolidge Corner is seen as a less convenient, more distant shop-
ping area as compared to attitudes of respondents in the Middle Beacon area
-- even in the Aspinwall and Salisbury subareas adjacent to Upper Beacon.
Forty-eight percent of respondents in Middle Beacon drove to Coolidge
Corner by car. Another 29% walked, and 17% either drove or walked. Only 4%
reported using the MBTA to get there. Of those who walked, about one third
were from the Aspinwall Hill area. In the Upper Beacon sample, no respondents
reported walking to Coolidge Corner (one said he usually drove but sometimes
his wife walked).
In the Middle Beacon analysis, I concluded that for these respondents,
Coolidge Corner was possibly not far enough away to warrent using the MBTA
to get there: that people tended to walk there or, more conveniently, to
drive. On the other hand, respondents from Upper Beacon would seem to find
the length of the MBTA trip to Coolidge Corner "worth the money" in terms of
distance travelled -- particularly those respondents who did not have a car.
Rather than walk, these respondents chose to travel by public transit.
For What Do You Shop At Coolidge Corner? (n=18)
Item Frequency
1. Food 9 (50%)
- Bakeries and deli (n=5)
- Morses (n=2)
- Fish (n=2)
- Natural foods (n=1)
- Pick-a-chick (because it's open Sundays)
2. Clothing 9 (50%)
- Touraines (n=3)
- Coltons (n=2)
- Shoes (P) (n=1)
- Jewelry (n=2)
- In general (n=l)
3. Services 12 (67%)
- Bank (n=4)
- Movies (n=2)
- Library (1)
- Hairdresser (1)
- Optomitrist (1)
- Printers (1)
- Shoe repair (1)
- Zipper factory (1)
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Item Frequency
4. Sundries 7 (39%)
- In general (n=2)
- Woolworths (n=3)
- CVS (n=2)
5. Paperback Booksmith 4 (22%)
6. Drugs 3 (17%)
7. Restaurants 3 (17%)
(including one mention each of MacDonalds
and Friendly's)
8. Fabrications 3 (17%)
9. Arcade 1 (6%)
Since the above findings are very similar to those for the Middle
Beacon sample regarding the use of Coolidge Corner, for comments one should
refer to that analysis.
How do you feel about Coolidge Corner as a place to shop?
(n=19) (two not asked question)
Frequency
Only negative opinions expressed = 10 (53%)
Both negative and positive opinions expressed = 4 (21%)
Only positive opinions expressed = 5 (26%)
As in the Middle Beacon sample, twice as many Upper Beacon respon-
dents expressed negative views as expressed positive ones about Coolidge
Corner as a place to shop. In addition, another fifth of the sample had
mixed views -- largely feel that Coolidge Corner had deteriorated and was
not as good as it used to be, but that there were attempts now being made to
upgrade it.
Note that no respondent living South of Beacon Street had positive
views of Coolidge Corner. All five of these respondents lived North of
Beacon.
THE OPINIONS:
A. The Negatives
Frequency
Coolidge Corner has changed for the worse 8 (42%)
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A. The Negatives (continued)
Frequency
Not enough variety/nothing there for me 5 (26%)
Expensive 1
Parking is a problem 1
B. The Positives
Frequency
Is improving 4 (21%)
Convenient 3 (16%)
Good variety 1
Good prices 1
Knows shopowners/friendly 1
Discussion
A. The Negative Opinions: Without directly asking them, 42% of the sample
felt Coolidge Corner had deteriorated in the last several years. Reasons given
for this view were very much the same as those given in the Middle Beacon sam-
ple: that it had once been a "beautiful" place, with "fine stores like New-
bury Street", with shops like S.S. Pierce and a children's clothing store.
(S.S. Pierce's leaving was again seen as "the beginning of the end" for Cool-
idge Corner).
Respondents now described Coolidge Corner as: "wild and noisy", too
many fast food restaurants, stores that keep changing hands, stores that are
unattractive "eyesores" (e.g., CVS, Big L), and too many muggings.
In addition, respondents complained that they found nothing in Coolidge
Corner which prompted them to shop there. Some of these respondents said
they used to shop at Coolidge Corner, but that it had changed so that now there
were no shops that they cared to go to. One respondent said she found no
reason to go to Coolidge Corner, preferring to do her shopping at a department
store.
Finally, one respondent said, in describing Coolidge Corner as a
place to shop, that there were "not many great shops there" -- rather that
it was "just O.K., nothing fantastic".
One respondent also felt the shops were "O.K.", but that the real
problem at Coolidge Corner was the parking. This respondent felt this was a
major drawback to shopping in that area. (However, given the preponderance
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of car use in this area as a means of getting to Coolidge Corner, it is
significant that only one respondent complained about this.)
Finally, one respondent complained that there were not enough low-
priced stores.
B. The Positive Opinions: Three respondents described Coolidge Corner as
"convenient" -- in fact, this was all these respondents had to say about it
-- not great praise, but at least not a negative view. (e.g., "Well, it's
convenient.........).
Four respondents reported seeing signs that the area was improving
-- in particular, these respondents often said they had seen Coolidge Cor-
ner change for the worse, but that recently they had noticed the Town begin-
ning to "fix it up".
Several individual respondents also liked: the variety ("a nice
mix of people and shops -- when one closes down, another opens and they're
all very fine"); the inexpensive prices; and the fact that one respondent
knew many of the shopowners ("It's still the same old place, God love it.").
Profile of respondents with Positive Views versus Negative Ones
Of the five respondents holding positive views about Coolidge Corner,
three were in their 20's and had lived in Brookline only a relatively short
period of time (.33 years, 3 years, 6 years). Two had lived there over 20
years and were in their 40's and 60's. Three of the five were male -- a
much higher proportion than for the sample as a whole.
In contrast, six of the ten respondents holding negative views of
Coolidge Corner were aged 50 or over. Only one was in her 20's, one in her
30's and two in their 40's. Although three of these respondents had lived
in Brookline three years or under, the remaining seven had been living there
at least twelve years, with the median length of time living in Brookline
being 21.5 years. In addition, in this group of ten respondents, nine were
female and one was male -- a higher proportion of females than for the sam-
ple as a whole.
*Item 13 (a). Issue List: A Problem or Not in your Area?
(n=20, one respondent not asked question)
Item A Problem Midway Not Don't
Between Pro- Problem Know
blem + not
Traffic/noise 10 (50%) 2 (10%) 8 (40%) 0
Parking 10 (50%) 0 9 (45%) 1
Building Maintenance 10 (50%) 0 10 (50%) 0
Garbage Pick-up 4 (20%) 0 16 (80%) 0
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A Problem Midway
Between Pro-
blem + not
Not Don't
Problem Know
Newspaper Pick-up
Teenagers Hanging-out
Snow Removal/Streets
Snow Removal/ Sidewalks
Recreation Program/
Kids + Teens
Recreation Program/
Adults
Park Maintenance
Street/Path Cleaning
and Maintenance
Street Lighting
Safety/Security:
Street
Safety/Security: Home
Public Education:
Quality
(10%)
(20%)
(30%)
(55%)
(10%)
(5%)
(80%)
(80%)
(60%)
(30%)
(50%)
15 (75%) 4 (20%)1 (5%)
5 (25%)
9 (45%)
3 (15%)
11 (55%)
12 (60%) 3
9 (45%) 2
15 (75%) 2
8 (40%) 1
10 (50%) 1
19 (95%) 1
(45%)
Discussion
Issues which were viewed as "problems" by at least half of the respon-
dents in this sample included:
1. Traffic/Noise: This was particularly seen as a problem by respon-
dents living North of Beacon Street (of the ten respondents saying this was
a problem, seven were from this subsection). This includes residents of the
following stteets: Beacon (n=2), Kilsyth (n=2), Englewood (1), Lanark (1),
Warwick (1). South of Beacon, respondents who complained of this problem
included those living on Beaconsfield (n=2) and Tappan (n=l).
2. Parking: This was a fairly even split between respondents living
North and South of Beacon. One respondent who felt that parking wasn't a
problem in her area, added that "no one can find parking at Washington Square."
One respondent on Salisbury Road complained that people parked on her street
all night-- illegally -- and sometimes in front of her fire hydrant which
worried her as she had once had a fire.
3. Building Maintenance: A fairly even split again (of the ten
complainers, six were from area North of Beacon, four from South).
4. Snow Removal: Sidewalks: Again an even split with 60% calling
it at least somewhat of a problem.
5. Safety/Security: Streets: This was especially a complaint of
those living North of Beacon Street. There were several additional issues
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It em
(10%)
(10%)
(10%)
(40%)
(15%)
which, although somewhat fewer than half of the respondents felt they were
problems, still had a fairly large "problem label" as well:
- Snow Removal on the Streets: with 30% of respondents seeing this
as a problem -- particularly those respondents living North of Beacon
Street.
- Street/Path Cleaning and Maintenance: this complaint was fairly
equally divided between those North (n=4) and South (n=5) of Beacon. One
respondent complained that the litter problem on the street was so bad
because there were no grabage cans in which to throw away the litter.
- Safety/Security: home: again this was particularly a concern for
those living North of Beacon Street. However, one respondent South of Beacon
also remarked that her apartment had been burglarized. Others (both North
and South) who had not had their own homes burgled, had heard of break-ins
at other homes in the area -- hence, the concern regarding this problem.
It is also interesting to note that a fairly high proportion of the
respondents did not know about Brookline's recreational programs: for
children-teenage programs, 40% of respondents said they did not know about
them; for adult programs, 20% did not know. This finding is similar to that
found in Areas 4 and 5 (where, for children's programs 20% did not know,
and for adults, 18%).
In the Upper Beacon Area, respondents tended to have fewer children
under the age of 18, so the greater ignorance of youth programs is not
surprising. However, in both study areas, about one-fifth of respondents
did not know about adult programs either.
While 20% complained of teenagers hanging-our in the area, most of
these complaints were confined to specific locations -- e.g., one respondent
who lives across from Dean Playground spoke of teenagers hanging out in her
apartment's vestibule and another respondent also knew of such problems on
Dean Road; another respondent spoke of teenagers hanging out at Cleveland
Circle.
Finally, it should be noted that one quarter of respondents also
felt that park maintenance (i.e., Dean Park maintenance) was a problem.
In general, respondents living North of Beacon Street felt the fol-
lowing items were rather significant in their area: traffic/noise; parking;
building maintenance; snow removal on both streets and sidewalks; safety and
security on the street and in the home.
For respondents living South of Beacon Street, the significant pro-
blems were: parking; building maintenance; snow removal on the sidewalks;
street cleaning and maintenance; and safety/security on the street.
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Comparison with the Middle Beacon Area:
In the Middle Beacon Area, the major problems cited were: parking
(64%), snow removal on the sidewalks (47%), and security in the home (42%).
Following this was security on the streets (31%) and traffic/noise (33%),
and building maintenance (35%).
Several of these items were also viewed as major problems -- only
more so -- by respondents in the Upper Beacon Area: traffic/noise (60% as
compared to 33%); security on the street (55% versus 31%); snow removal on
the sidewalks (60% versus 47%); and building maintenance (50% versus 35%).
Problems of parking were found to be cited more often by respondents of
the Middle Beacon area; and safety and security in the home was found to
be about equally-cited by respondents in both study areas.
In addition, while only 15% of Middle Beacon respondents said Street/
Path Cleaning and Maintenance was a problem in their areas, 45% of respon-
dents from Upper Beacon felt it was a problem there.
Other items were listed about the same for both study areas.
gItem 13 (b) Looking back at the items which you said were "A Problem", are
there any you would pay higher taxes for in order to have the
problem improved?
(n=20, one respondent not asked question)
No = 11 (55%)
Yes = 9 (45%)
Over half of the respondents said they would not be willing to pay
higher taxes in order to see the items they felt were "problems" be improved.
People complained that they were already paying an extremely high tax
and would not want it to go any higher for any reason. Some respondents felt
that several of the problems (e.g., building maintenance and, to some extent,
litter on the streets) were due to actions outside of Town services -- e.g.,
"lazy janitors" and "people who are slobs".
Several other respondents felt that, for the amount of tax which they
already were paying, these problems could be improved at no extra cost.
It is interesting, however, that almost half of the respondents from
this area (45%) said they would be willing to pay more in taxes for these
improvements. In particular, respondents said they would pay more to improve
the following items:
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Parking (n=5)
Snow Removal (n=4)
Traffic (n=3) (e.g., new traffic light at Dean and Beacon, and better
patrol of speeders)
Building maintenance (n=2)
Safety/Security (n=3)
Street Cleaning (n=2)
On the other hand, most of these respondents were quick to add a qualifier:
e.g., "it would depend on the amount of increase"; "if it weren't a fortune";
"expenses are already high"; "only a little more".
Some respondents said they would pay more, but didn't really think
the improvements should cost more if the Town were being run efficiently --
for example, one respondent who felt there should be better snow removal
on sidewalks wondered that, if the Town already owned the equipment, why
should it cost more to use it more efficiently?
If one examines the ownership status of those willing to see a tax
increase for problem improvement, one finds that of the nine respondents in
this category, 2/3 are renters and 1/3 are owners. This proportion is
slightly higher on the side of renters than for the sample as a whole. It
may be that the greater percentage of Area 6 respondents willing to have a
tax increase, as compared to the smaller proportion of respondents in that
group for the Middle Beacon Area (i.e., 28%) may have to do somewhat with
the generally higher proportion of renters in the Upper Beacon sample.
Since the tax increase, for renters, would be included in their
rents (which would presumably increase) and, therefore, broken down into
smaller increments (rather than as is the case for owners who receive a
huge lump sum bill), renters may not be as aware as owners of the actual bite
the tax rate is now taking out of their pockets.
}Item 13 (c) Look at those items you said were "not a Problem". Are there
any services among these which could be reduced somewhat in
order to maintain or lower the current tax rate?
(n=20)
No = 13 (65%)
Yes = 6 (30%)
Don't Know = 1 (5%)
Almost 2/3 of the respondents said they would not want to see any
reduction in services, even if it meant a reduction in taxes. As one respon-
dent put it, "The libraries, schools and recreational programs are the best
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here and are what makes Brookline a place worthwhile living in." This
respondent even went so far as to say she would be willing to pay even more
to keep these programs up to their current standards.
One respondent, however, felt that, while he didn't want to see
services reduced, other ways could be found to lower the tax rate -- primarily
by having the Town manage services more efficiently. For example, this
respondent felt that, rather than having trash collected on holidays and
paying time-and-a-half to do so, it could be collected the following day,
along with the collection load for that particular day. Apparently, this
respondent views the sanitation workers as so inefficient now that, with
some changes, they could be induced to do two days work in one.
Another 30% of respondents felt they would be willing to see some
services reduced. However, several of these views would appear to be simply
individual opinions, judging from the responses of their neighbors to the
Issue List. For example, one respondent felt that "a lot of the street
cleaning is unnecessary; they do it too often". On the other hand, 45% of
respondents felt that street cleaning and maintenance was a problem. Similar-
ly, one respondent felt that snow removal efforts could be curtailed, although
this too was a complaint among many Upper Beacon respondents. One respondent
did suggest that cars be towed so that snow removal could be done more ade-
quately, but this would not appear to be a service reduction. Another respon-
dent wanted to see the adult recreation programs cut back, as "most people
don't go to them anyway."
One respondent was of the opinion that the Town was generally wasting
money, and school construction and the newspaper pick-up program were two
cases she cited to illustrate this point. In her opinion, the Town was mis-
taken in having "torn down" the old Runkle School and replacing it with a new
one which she described as "too small". It is interesting that this respon-
dent felt the Town could do away with the newspaper program -- when filling
out the Issue List the respondent had asked the interviewer "What's news-
paper pick-up?" Apparently, the Issue List served as an educational device,
which came in handy in answering this question. (If she hadn't heard about
it before, who needs it!). At any rate, she defended her proposal to drop
this program by saying, if you wanted your newspapers collected, you could
always call Morgan Memorial (Goodwill Industries).
Finally, one respondent was willing to see all of the services re-
duced if it meant a lowering of the tax rate.
It should be noted that there was no difference between respondents
living North or South of Beacon Street in their response to this question.
In addition, there was also no difference between renters and owners in
the views expressed. Moreover, responses were, proportionally, very similar
to those found for the Middle Beacon sample.
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APPENDIX C: SUBAREA PROFILES
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In the preceeding section, we have looked in detail at the responses
of the Brookline sample to each item in the survey. It was apparent
that, for many of the items, significant subarea differences were found.
Yet, in an item-by-item format of discussion, it is difficult to form-
ulate a coherent picture of each of the subareas. Since it might be
useful for a planner to have such profiles of the different subareas
in order to more clearly understand the dynamics relevant to each,
these have been compiled and will be briefly presented here.'
1. THE COOLIDGE CORNER SUBAREA.
Nine of the residents interviewed lived in this subarea. These
residents had lived in their current dwelling units a median of only
1.5 years; they had lived a median of three years in Brookline itself.
This subarea contained the youngest cluster of residents interview-
ed: over half (55 percent) were between the ages of 18 and 29; another
22 percent were 30- 39 years old, with the remainder scattered above
that. The large majority of these respondents were single (78 percent)
and, not surprisingly, had no children. All nine of these residents
rented the units in which they lived.
The occupational breakdown was interesting in that none of the nine
residents could be classified as "professional" or as white collar
workers. This was unique for the Middle Beacon Area. One quarter of
the Coolidge Corner respondents and their spouses were students, two
were in clerical jobs, two in sales, and one each was a business owner,
machine operator, nurse, or was retired.
Almost all of the respondents lived in multiple unit dwellings:
44 percent in apartment buildings, and 44 percent in two family homes.
Only 12 percent lived in single family housing.
1. This presentation includes only the Middle Beacon subareas.
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In describing the area, respondents noted that there were a
great many elderly residents, as well as many students and other
transient types of residents. They described the area as "fairly
safe", particularly as compared to Boston. This perception of
safety, or the tendency to think in terms of whether an area is
safe or not, however, may be more a function of age than an areal
characteristic. Those respondents living closest to Harvard Street
described the area as having fallen into disrepair. Yet, residents
of streets located closer to Corey Hill (eg, Atherton) felt their
area was well-kept up. A few respondents -- particularly those living
closest to Harvard Street -- included the problem of teenagers hanging
out at night in their descriptions. Others noted the "small town
feeling" of the shopping area, describing it as friendly and "low-
keyed".
Two-thirds of these respondents said they had thought of moving
from the area. This represents a greater proportion of "movers" than
in any other subarea. It is somewhat surprising given the fact that
many had not lived in the area for very long, but age might play a
significant role here.
The only feature of the area which residents said they would
show someone to encourage him to move there was the shopping area,
most particularly its convenience, its variety and the discount
stores there. Once again, this preference may be a factor of age.
Almost all respondents complained about the lack of parking space,
and this was the major item to show a selectman. On the other hand,
five of the nine could think of nothing "ugly" in the area, although
there were individual complaints about the appearance of the Coolidge
Corner shopping area, the "gross" apartments on Center Street, and
the area in general (particularly with regard to its lack of trees).
Two-thirds of the respondents felt that the area had changed in
the past several years; all of these felt the changes had made the
area worse as a place to live. Several noted that the shopping center
itself had changed: "less classy", "dead in the evenings", "kids hang-
ing out". A few also noted the presence of more elderly residents
and more students, and, respondingly, fewer families.
In addition to their negative view of past changes in this area,
two-thirds of these residents also felt the area would continue to
decline over the next few years. They felt it would become more and
more run-down, and would eventually become a haven for developer
speculation.
Finally, the following issues were most frequently identified as
problems in this area: parking (100 percent), building maintenance
(44 percent), teenagers hanging out (44 percent), traffic/noise ( 33
percent).
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2. THE COREY HILL SUBAREA.
The 19 respondents from this subarea had lived in Brookline a
median of 12.5 years, and in their current dwelling units a median
of 9 years. One third each were between the ages of 30 and 39, and
over 65. Over two-thirds (68 percent) were married, but only 42 percent
had children eighteen years old or younger.
Almost all of these residents owned their homes (89 percent), and
84 percent lived in single family units.
In the occupational breakdown of respondents and their spouses,
29 percent were classified as professionals, 29 percent as housewives,
15 percent were retired, and 6 percent each were business owners,
craftsmen or students.
In describing the Corey Hill subarea, residents tended to
perceive two contrasting sections: the top of the hill which was seen
as "country-like", "rural", "suburban", with trees, large yards,
beautiful views, privacy and care; and the lower part which was de-
scribed as less "well-off" and not as well-maintained. Socially, the
top of the hill was described as middle class and "comfortable"; the
lower part was perceived of as largely occupied by students and other
transient types. The residents on the lower sections of the hill also
tended to share these opinions.
Only one third of the Corey Hill residents said they had thought
of moving from the area in the past several years. This was the
smallest percentage of any subarea group.
In order to encourage someone to move to the area, most residents
said they would point out the convenience of the area to both transit
and shopping facilties. Yet, only three residents said they would
show the shops themselves at Coolidge Corner. Nearly half of the
respondents would point out Corey Hill Park and the view from it; and
over one third mentioned the good quality of the schools. Yet, among
the strongest points which residents said they would show were the
area's social qualities, such as its community spirit and neighbor-
liness. This area was described as a "stable community", where
"neighbors are nice" and "care about each other". Finally, a few
respondents said they would want to point out the "urban mix" of the
area with its ethnic diversity.
Nearly half of these respondents said they would complain to a
selectman about the condition of the Corey Hill Park, both in terms
of its poor maintenance and supervision. In addition, 38 percent
would complain about building maintenance and code violations, par-
ticularly along Summit Avenue. Other complaints ranged from unenforced
leach laws to poor snow plowing and a dislike for the new high rise
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apartments on Beacon Street. One should note, however, that the largest
proportion of "don't knows" in response to this question came from the
Corey Hill subarea: one quarter of respondents here said they did not
know what they would want to show a selectman. Similarly, nearly a
third of the respondents from this subarea could think of nothing "ugly"
about it. Others, however, used this term to describe the condition
of properties on Summit Avenue, and for the Corey Hill Park.
Over two-thirds of these residents felt the Corey Hill subarea had
changed in the past several years, and 62 percent of these felt it had
changed for the worse. Most of these changes centered around perceived
population shifts, including an increase in younger families (about
which most residents felt positive), a greater ethnic mix (about which
opinions varied), and an increase in the student population (which was
viewed exclusively as negative). In addition, three respondents noted
the decline in the Coolidge Corner shopping area and two felt the
Corey Hill area had become less safe.
Opinions, however, were divided concerning the future of this
subarea between those who felt it would become worse (37 percent) and
those who felt it would remain the same (also 37 percent). The per-
ceived community spirit in this area was, once again, cited as a
reason why residents felt the area would not decline: "the neighbor-
hood won't let it change". It is interesting to note, however, that
none of these residents predicted that the area would improve over
the next decade.
Somewhat over half of the Corey Hill residents (58 percent) noted
that the Town had made some improvements in that area over the past
several years; over one quarter, however, said that it had done
nothing. Of those who noted improvements, these primarily included
street and sidewalk work, and improvements to Corey Hill Park (al-
though all those noting this latter felt that these efforts had been
wasted). Only two residents mentioned the Housing Code Enforcement
Program which had been conducted in this area; one reported having
spent a considerable amount of money on her house as a result of this
program.
The most often mentioned suggestions for needed monetary ex-
penditures centered around Corey Hill Park. Residents mentioned the
need for more lighting and new equipment, better policing, and a
15 m.p.h. speed limit sign on the street near the park. There were
additional suggestions to provide better lighting on Mason and Summit
Paths, and for the creation of a new path from Lancaster Terrace down
to Westbourne Terrace, close to the Driscoll School.
Finally, the following were the most frequently identified
problem issues in the Corey Hill subarea: security in the home
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(65 percent), parking 2 (53 percent), snow removal on sidewalks
(53 percent), park maintenance (41 percent), safety/security on the
street (41 percent), and teenagers hanging out (35 percent).
3. THE SALISBURY SUBAREA.
The eight respondents in this subarea had lived in Brookline for
a median of 9.5 years, and in their current homes for a median of 6
years. Nearly two-thirds were between the ages of 30 and 39, with
another 25 percent in their forties. All eight were married, nearly
all (88 percent) had children under 18 years old, and all owned their
homes. Three quarters of these homes were single-family detached, and
the remainder were two family.
Most of these respondents were classified as having professional
occupations (71 percent).
The subarea was described, almost unanimously, as an upper middle
class, professional area of large, well-kept single family homes. It
was primarily described in contrast to its surroundings: ie, the apart-
ments on Beacon Street and in the adjacent sections of Boston, and the
social and physical heterogeniety of Corey Hill. Descriptions gave
the impression of a somewhat "besieged" area: an enclave surrounded
and affected by what were perceived of as "urban problems", such as
crime. Many of these respondents seemed to like the characteristics
of this area which represented a rejection of suburbia (eg, the
density, the convenience to shopping and transit, the social mix), and
yet were disturbed by the problems this situation seemed to entail.
As one resident described this area: "This is the most urban suburb
I know of".
Half of these residents had thought of moving from the area.
Clearly the main feature of the area which all of the respondents
said they would want to show a potential resident was the Driscoll
School, located in the Salisbury subarea. This was in spite of the
fact that residents realized that the school needed considerable physical
improvement. In addition, most respondents said they would show the
convenience of the area to transit, and its large, "attractive" homes.
Only two said they would indicate how close the area was to the Wash-
ington Square shops.
2. This includes parking problems on Summit Avenue due to the hospital,
and the problem presented by the meters on Beacon Street which do not
allow one to park there and take the trolley into Boston.
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On the other hand, half of these respondents reported disliking
the shopping area at Washington Square, and said that this was some-
thing they would show a selectman. Other complaints included the "pit"
(or vacant lot) near Star Market, crime in the area, traffic problems,
and the poor condition of the Driscoll Playground. The most frequently
cited "ugly" places in the area were Washington Square (50 percent)
and the vacant lot near Star Market (50 percent). A few also felt
that Brighton was the ugliest part of "their area".
All of the Salisbury respondents felt that their area had
changed in the past several years. Half felt it had become a worse
place to live; one felt it had become both better and worse. For
three respondents, the cited changes carried no value one way or
another. Specifically, residents reported an increase in younger
families with children in the area as older residents moved away.
This was mostly viewed as a positive change. In addition, respond-
ents described the area as having become less safe, and saw a
decline in Washington Square. On a more current level, there was
concern over potential changes occurring as a result of a new
Boston Housing Authority projectfor elderly residents which was
being constructed nearby at the time of the interview. The
Salisbury residents worried about the visual impact this building
would have on their area (since it was taller than surrounding
structures), about increased parking problems, and about the
elderly serving as an attraction for crime.
Nearly two-thirds of the Salisbury respondents (63 percent) felt
their area would get worse over the next ten years. Only two
respondents felt it would improve, primarily because of the prospect
of more young families coming in. The area's proximity to Boston,
and the increasing ethnic diversity of surrounding locations were the
primary reasons cited for the negative forecast.
Nearly all of these residents could cite efforts that the Town
had made to improve the area. Three recalled the Code Enforcement
Program, and all felt that this had been a positive effort. Five
noted that the Town had replaced the area's elm trees; but not every-
one felt that this had been a successful effort. Some doubted that
the large trees had really been diseased, and others complained
about the small size of the replacements. Finally, two respondents
recalled Town improvements to Washington Square under the TOPICS
program; however, both felt that this had been a poor effort.
Most of the Salisbury respondents felt the Town should use its
money to improve the Driscoll School, both the building and its
playground. Other suggestions included making improvements to
Washington Square, and increasing the number of police patrols in the
area (with, perhaps, the installation of a "neighborhood cop").
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Not surprisingly, the issue most frequently cited as a problem
in this area was security in the home (89 percent). Other problem
issues were :safety on the street (68 percent), traffic/noise (55
percent), and parking (44 percent).
Interestingly, two-thirds of the respondents in the Salisbury
subarea said they would be willing to pay more in taxes for a reduction
in the above problems. This ran exactly counter to the response trends
in the other four subareas.
4. THE ASPINWALL HILL SUBAREA.
There were twenty-two respondents interviewed in this subarea.
They had lived in Brookline for a median of 11 years, and in their
current dwelling units for a median of 8 years. All age groups were
fairly well represented by the sample in this area: 32 percent of
the respondents were 30 to 39 years old, 23 percent were aged 18 to
29, another 23 percent aged 40 to 49, 9 percent between the ages of
50 and 65, and 14 percent over 65 years old.
Nearly three-fourths of the respondents were married, and 50
percent had children eighteen years old or younger. The owner-
renter breakdown was fairly split: 59 percent owned their homes
and 41 percent rented. Over half lived in single family homes;
22 percent occupied two-family units and another 22 percent lived
in apartments.
Occupationally, nearly half of these respondents and their
spouses were classified as professionals (46 percent). Other cat-
egories included: housewives (23 percent), craftsmen (11 percent),
owners (9 percent), service (6 percent), sales (3 percent), and
retired (3 percent).
The key word used by respondents to describe this area was
"mixed", both physically and socially. In terms of the former,
residents remarked about the diversity in housing types (mostly one-
and two-family homes, but with a fair number of small apartment
buildings), styles, and levels of maintenance. Many of these var-
iations were seen as occurring within a single block, rather than
in clusters or zones. There were a few exceptions, however, in
that some streets such as Somerset, Rawson and Hancock were viewed
as lovely and well-maintained, while others like University and
Winthrop Roads were viewed more negatively. In general, however,
residents seemed to feel that because of this intertwining of
housing conditions, property values tended to be rather individual-
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ized, instead of being greatly affected by surrounding conditions as
might occur in other areas.
Socially, some sections were viewed as dominated by students and
transient residents, although the rest of the area tended to be de-
scribed as "middle class". The population, however, was described
as changing, with more younger families moving in, and the beginning
of greater ethnic diversity. As compared to the Corey Hill residents'
descriptions of their area, respondents on Aspinwall Hill tended to
mention the area's "urban" rather than "suburban" qualities, perhaps
because of the diversity noted in this latter area.
Most of the respondents from Aspinwall Hill mentioned some
physical feature of the area as something to show a potential resident:
eg, that the area was "single family", "private", or "well-kept"; that
it had "pretty, tree-lined streets" and was fairly quiet. Interest-
ingly, while variety was an important descriptive feature of this
area in Item 3, only one respondent mentioned this as a selling point
for the area. In addition, about half of the respondents said they
would show the area's parks (Shick and Griggs), and five said they
would show the schools. Half said they would point out the conven-
ience of the area to both transit and shopping, but only two felt
that Washington Square was, in itself, a place to show.
On the other hand, more than one quarter of these residents said
that they would complain to a selectman about the condition of Wash-
ington Square. Another quarter would also complain about the lack of
parking on Aspinwall Hill itself. Other complaints included: the
one-way traffic system on the hill, poor snow removal, the need for
curbs on both sides of Colburne Crescent, building code violations,
needed path repairs, and the non-enforcement of the leash law.
Although over one quarter of these respondents could think of
nothing "ugly" in their area, another 27 percent cited University
Road (near Beacon Street) and Winthrop Road as unpleasant places.
An additional 27 percent named Washington Square as "ugly", and a
few respondents included the vacant lot near Star Market, and
Coolidge Corner.
Half of the Aspinwall Hill respondents reported having thought
of moving from that area. Over two-thirds of the respondents (68
percent) felt that the area had changed, and most of these thought
it had changed for the worse. Two respondents did feel, however,
that the area had actually improved. Specific social changes cited
included an increase in the number of younger families with children
(older, long-term residents felt negative about this, but younger
respondents naturally felt this was good), and an increase in the
number of students (all felt this was a negative change). Nearly
one-fourth of the respondents felt that the area had generally
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deteriorated, citing an increase in traffic and parking problems, and
a decrease in general property upkeep. Finally, four residents also
mentioned a decline in Washington Square.
In terms of the future,nearly half of the respondents (45 percent)
predicted that the area would get worse: ie, attract more transients
and become more run-down. Another 36 percent felt it would remain the
same; but this view primarily applied to those sections containing
mostly singly family homes. Finally, eight residents (23 percent)
felt the area would improve as a.greater number of young families
moved in.
The Town improvements to the area which were noted included:
street and sidewalk work (although this was not always seen to be an
improvement, particularly where residents felt this work had "city-
fied" their area), new trees, improvements to Shick Park, and the
Housing Code Enforcement Program. Traffic improvements both on the
hill and in Washington Square (ie, the TOPICS Program) were viewed
negatively.
The most frequent suggestions for how the Town might spend money
in this area concerned traffic in some way -- eg, putting a light
at Winthrop Road and Beacon Street, adding a stop sign at Colburne
Crescent and Winthrop Road, ending the one-way system on the hill.
Other suggestions concerned making improvements to Washington Square,
providing incentives or regulations for housing improvements, and
providing better snow removal services.
Finally, the following issues were most frequently identified
as problems in the Aspinwall Hill subarea: parking (55 percent),
building maintenance (50 percent), sidewalk snow removal (50 percent),
traffic (39 percent), and security in the home (33 percent).
5. THE GRIGGS PARK SUBAREA.
The eleven respondents in this subarea had lived in Brookline
for a median of only three years, and had lived in their current
homes for a median of 1.5 years. As in the Coolidge Corner sample,
most (45 percent) of the respondents from this area were between
18 and 29 years of age, although 36 percent were over the age of 65.
Only 36 percent were married, and 18 percent had children eighteen
years old or less. Nearly two-thirds rented their dwelling units,
although occupancy was split between two-family homes and apartment
buildings (45 percent each). Only 9 percent lived in single family
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dwellings.
Unlike the Coolidge Corner respondents, 38 percent of the respon-
dents and their spouses in Griggs Park were classified as "professional";
only 15 percent were students, 15 percent in service occupations, 15
percent were housewives and another 15 percent were retired.
This subarea can almost be considered as three clusters: one
encircling Griggs Park, another bordering on the park but extending
to Marion Street and tying into Coolidge Corner, and a third along
Washington Street relating primarily to it and to Beacon Street at
Washington Square. Yet, the park would seem to tie these sections
together as a focus of identity and interest. .
The area was described as "quiet" and "safe", although mention
of the latter factor might, once again, be related to the large
representation of younger residents in this sample. Out of eleven
respondents, only four included mention of the park in their
descriptions, although another two referred to the area's "flowers
and bushes". The park, however, did enter into the picture signif-
icantly in residents' responses about what they would show potential
residents. In addition, almost half said they would point out the
area's convenience to transit and shopping.
Not surprisingly given the large proportion of renters in this
sample, the complaint most often cited to show a selectman was the
area's lack of parking. Two persons each also said they would
complain about conditions in Washington Square and Coolidge Corner.
Another two disliked the non-enforcement of the Town's leash laws,
particularly in the park.
Interestingly, half of these respondents could think of nothing
"ugly" about the area. Several others, however, thought the new
apartment building at 1501 Beacon Street fit this description nicely.
Just over a third of these respondents said they had thought
of moving from the area. Five of the eleven felt that the area had
changed in the past several years, but three felt the changes had
made the area better as a place to live. The remaining two felt it
was worse. Changes cited included shifts in the area's population --
more transients, and more diversity in ethnicity and age -- as well
as new development. Following this relatively optimistic tone con-
cerning past changes, predictions for the future decade were also
somewhat more hopeful than they had been in the other four subareas.
While two respondents felt the area would decline, three felt it
would reamin the same, and two felt it would improve. An additional
two expressed the hope that the area would not get worse, but feared
that it might if it became too expensive for families, and more
attractive for high rise development.
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In noting improvements the Town had made, residents felt that
much improvement had been accomplished on Griggs Park itself. However,
reactions to the tree replacement program were mixed here as they were
in other subareas. In particular, there were questions about the
kinds of trees selected to replace the diseased elms. In one instance,
for example, a ginko tree had been used as the replacement. The res-
ident who noted this complained that the elm had been a beautiful
shade tree, providing needed shadow during the summer. The ginko,
while perhaps an interesting specimen tree, would not as adequately
provide the same function.
Respondents felt that the Town might spend money on creating more
parking facilities. In addition, there was some suggestion to improve
the lighting on Marion Path.
Two problem issues were outstanding in the Griggs Park subarea:
parking ( cited by 88 percent of the respondents here) and teenagers
hanging out (63 percent). Of all five subareas, this problem with
teenagers was most frequently mentioned by residents of the Griggs
Park area, followed next by residents of Coolidge Corner. It is
interesting that this problem was not mentioned earlier by residents
in response to other questions. This, however, might have been due
to the fact that the interviewing was carried out in the late autumn
and early winter. Had it been done in the summer, this issue might
have emerged as a problem even more clearly.
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